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PRONOUNS

PROLOGUE

Research reports do nat wusually have prolcogues. Eut this ore
needs a prologue. It started ocut as a simple expansion of one aspect
of ancther study. That study, funded under a small grant from NIE,
had as its central purpaose the reworking of a relatively large micscue
data base in which substantial number of readers read the came texis.
We coded all miscues (urexpected coral reading respovses) of all
readers in addition to the first 5@ rnon—-dialect miscues coded in a
study completed in 1978. (Gocodman and Goodmar, 1578) Past miscue
studies produced qualitative-quantitative profiles for readers anjd
groups of readers. To use the same data to lock at texts, we used a
more limited number of variables tharn the data base contained sc that
we cculd assign hierarchical scores to miscue patterns. With those
scores we could examine the texts _ivi the 1light of the combined
quality and quantity of miscues gererated at each text point and cver
each text feature.

Sc the small funded study gave us a rnew data base for studying
three texts from the vantage point of data onn how readers miscued on
them. In that study we alsc made scome begirmivngs at several types of
text analysis.The final report (Gocdman and Gespass, 1982) shoaws our
explorations of prapasitional analysis, macrostructure aralysis,
syntactic arnalysis, as well as a general discussion of which
sentences gernerated the highest and lowest scores arnd what text
features contributed to those scores.

Ow original propesal did not call for us to analyse text
cochesion but the data showed scome very interesting patterns so we
briefl,y explored two aspects of text cchesicon, proncuns  and
determiners. It was cur intention with this report to expand on  the
pronoun data. Ancther report will expand on the determirner data.

That seewmed 1like a simple gcal when we began. Rut  two things
have made the task a gocd deal more time-consuming than we had
imagined it wcoculd be. Orne is that the data turried cut to be much
richer and mcre complex than we had first thought. The other is that
the deeper we got intce studying the proncoun miscue patterns the nmore
important we realized proncun phencmeria are in helping to understand
text cocchesion and in resclving theoretical issues relating to text
cchesion and text processing. Furthermore we realized that cur data
provides a kind of 2vidence of how readers assign referernce in their
construction of text which is not obtainable from other research.

Sc our simple elaboraticonn on one aspect of ancther study has
growrnn into a full-fledged study which we believe is of major
significance in understanding the transactiorns betweernn Yfext ard
reader during reading.
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PRONQOLUNG
A Transactional Pairnt of View

There. are three compornents tc any language episcde, spzech act,
or literacy event. These are speaker, listerner and text in oral
language and writer, reader, and text in writiten language. In both
cases the language episcde cicurs in a situational and pragmatic
context. One cannot usefully separate any of these fram the cthers or
fram their contexts for study but each can provide a vantage puint
froam which to study language. Irn the transactional view, which we
take,. reader and writer or speaker and listener engage in

transactions through text. Similarly we can think of transactions

betweersr text and speaker or listerner. We preferr Dewey’s term,
transaction, as interpreted by Louise Rasenblatt (1978) ta the term
that we and cothers have used, interaction, because trarnsaction means
that each is altered in the process. The text is no longer scmething
external but in fact is constructed and reconstructed by the reader
during readirng. Readers in turrn are changed during the transactions
in terms of their schemata, the conceptual and affective systems
whereby they organize experiernce. In the terms of Dewey and Pianet,
knawer and kricwn are changed irn the process of knicowing.

This transactional viewpoint has had a guiding effect o our
miscue research. We looked at reading fraom the vantage point of the
reader ard examived how. readers comprehend texts by loaoking at the
patterns of miscues {(urnexpected resporises) produced in oral reading.
Miscues show both reader and text in the process of charging.

This article reports ar aspect of a series of studies in which
we have used the same miscue data base tc study reading comprehernsion
from the vantage point of the text., We are locking at patterns of
miscues praduced by a number of readers that irnvolve a particular
aspect of the referential cchesicn system, namely proncun structures.
In the earlier research we locked at the trarnsactiocns from the
perspective of the reader; ivs the present studies we lock at  them
from the perspective of the text.

Since we repard reading as a constructive process, there are
really not one but at least two texts which ccexist during reading.
The first is created by an author, perfected through a publishing
pracess, and interpreted by us inm the course of the research. The
second is created by the reader during the reading, transforned
through reader transactions wi h the first text. As we will later
demcoristrate, the true referernt of the text promcur structures is in
the reader constructed text. The reader infers reference and
corefererice and builds these inta the text so it will make sense. The
published text is what the reader is transacting with. And we may
describe its features including its referential system. FBut ricthing
in that text itself, nor any rule of its constructiornn makes the
specific reference of a proncurn explicit to readers in gereral o to
a givern reader. That must always be inferred by the reader.
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PRONQUNS

The Study of Texts

Miscue vesearch has, from its incepticn, concerried itself with
whale natural texts. But such text based research has been the
exception rather than the rule ivn reading research. Furthermcre, when
cormected texts have been used in reading research they have tended
te be specially contrived by the researcher in order to comtral the
variables being studied. Develcpments in linguistics and psycholagy
in recent years have led to a growing tenderncy toa have research
subjects read same VFind of whcale, coherent, meaningful text. However
even these texts ternd to be short and either expressly created for
the purpose of the research or drastically moedified to fit research
desigr constraints. Later we’ll discuss scme studies which used such
cartrived texts. Since our research imposed no such constraints on
the text it makes cur data base particularly rich for the study of
text phenomena. They occur naturally in the texts and cour readers
transact with them in the course of making sernse of the texts.

The relationships betweers thought and language have always bheen
recognized as important and interestimn. among schoalars from a rnumber
of disciplines. A question of cantinuing importance is how thought is
expressed thrcocugh larnguage. And a continuing concern of thecreticiars
and researchers is what the minimal unit of language is which is
sufficient to the study of how language is uused to express meaning.

Theoretical linguistics has been corncerned in  its current
dyramic epoch with the senterce as the unit of analysis. In  fact, a
commary definitiorn of a language has beerr the set of sentences which
the grammar of the language would gewnerate. (Chomsky, 19357)

This precccupation with the serntence was very praductive -because
it led ta a very scaphisticated understanding of senterce structure
and how senterces express meaning. Since grammar largely furctions
within serternces, a very praductive gererative-transformational
grammar cculd be built with the serterce as the unit of analysis.

The problem is that the sertence is too small a unit to use in
getting at the complex ways in which language werks in  human
caommurniication, thcocught and learning. A language is much mcre tharn the
set of sentences its rules cari generate.

Halliday and Hasan(1976, p.&23) say that a text ‘"can be thought
of as the basic unit of meanivg in language.It is to semantic
structure what the senterce is to lexiccgrammatical structure and the
syllable is ta phonclcocgical structure.

To deal with comprehension, it beccocmes increasingly important to
defire what a "text" is. The questicyi beccmes:"How do we kriow when a
text 1is a text?" A text, simply speaking, is scme aggregate of
language which hcolds together in scome way. But it is not lergth which
makes a text a text. Rather, a text must make scme sense, for the
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PRONOUNS

pecple invelved, as &a complete unit withirn the context of the
situation irs which it occurs.

Sterming(1978) is interested in how specific features of
language function which allow us to corgure up a context for
informationn which is not linguistically explicit. Before setting cut
some Quidelines for establishing a theory of text, he cbserves:

ceenct just any sequence of senternces will do as a
text; there must be some continuity, scme thread that runs
though the text, some develaopmert of themes. The same
peaple, objects, events, properties, or relaticns must
recur to at least some extert. Whers they are lacking from
the face of the sernterces that make up the text, cur effort
after meaning will usually succeed in creating
them. (Sterming, p.162)

Stermirg observes that, wher language users construct possible
contexts for parts of texts that they encounter cut of context, much
of the context they construct is built from renlinguistic
informatiori. For these reascns, Sterrning argues that it is riet useful
to approach a theary of text in the same way as orne might approcach =a
theory of syritax. Unlike the problem of syntax where one car begive by
iderntifying the series of wards that make up the well-formed
senterce, "the problem of text carmot be lcocked at by identifyirng
characteristics of the sequerces of senterces that make well-formed
texts for the reason that orice we build the context, the text is
always appropriate to that context." Stennings pasition is care which
has been foundatiornal to miscue research: we must apprecach the
problem of text from the paint of view of "characterizing what we are
doing in our .effort after meaning."(p 163)

Cochesiornn and Reading

Lariguage texts must have structures withirs them that relate the
elemernts of the texts tc each other and toa coherent meariings. Those
features of the text that can be identified as providing the semantic
structure and holdirng the text together arnd which can be categorized
acrost texts are the elements which make the text cchesive.

Cohesiorn, theri, is important as a vehicle for the meaningful
interpretation of a text. The nature of a text is that propositions
are linked irn a mearningful way and features that provide those
linkings arre the cohesive elemernts. Halliday and Hasan(13976) say that
cchesiorns is the system of larnguage that is text forming:

It is the mearis whereby elemerits that are structurally
urrelated toc one ancther are lirnked together, through the
dependerice of crne on the other for its irnterpretation. The
rescurces that make up the cchesive potertial are part of
the total meaning poterstial of the language, havirig a kind
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of catalytic functicn in the sense that, withcut cchesian,
the remainder of the semantic system carmct be effectively
activated at all. { Halliday and Hasan, 1976 , pp27-28).

This statement makes clear why the study of cochesion is
important te the study of reading. If reading is wmaking sernse of
print, that is constructing meaning, then it seems that the study of
thase structures in the text which make the text cohesive and thus
pravide the vital webbing of the semantic system are very importarnt
in coming to understand cocmprehension.

Why Do Texts Contain Prorncuns?

We’ve argued earlier that all proncuns require infererices by the
reader ta achieve meaning. The grammatical rules do not relate
praoncuns to their referents in any reliable serise. That would make it
seem that texts could be made more comprehensible if they did not
cantairn pronouns at all. Richek, in a study we'll discuss mcore fully
later, concluded that children ccomprehernd better whern ncuns are
repeated than wher proncuns are used. {Richek, 1377).

There must be some reascon why speakers and writers use proncuns
so praofusely and pervasively. That reascn must be more important than
the apparent loss of explicitriess that results frocm using proncuns.

There is, in language use, a kind of universal rule of eccncony.
Simply stated, the rule is that, in cormected discourse, once
information or reference has beernn established, that is "given”, it
does not rneed toa be reiterated. This rule is much more breoadly
applied in discourse than just proncun use. Once an adjective is used
to describe a wnoun, THE RED CAR, fdér example, further refererces to
the noun do not usually include the adjective unless it is recessary
te differentiate from scme other car. There are cther pro  forms
besides prarncuns. Auxiliaries, particularly DO, may replace verbs in
subsequent referernces:

CAN YOU CLIMEB THE LADDER? YES, I CAN.
HE LIKES TO GO FISHING? HE DOES IT ALL THE TIME.
Prepositions may stand for adverbial phrases:
HE WALKED IN AND LOOKED AROUND.
There are many forms of elipsis that result from this rule of

ecancmny. When asked a questicorn the usual ferm of response is to leave
cut of the statement all explicit informaticn from the questicn:

WHAT COLOR IS YOUR SHIRT? ELUE.
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Ancther form of elipsis is deletion of the subject in following
clauses when it is the same as the prior cove:
HE WENT UPSTAIRS AND WENT TO BED.

This Kkind of deletiorn creates a form of null anaphara. The
absence of the subject for the clause implies that it’s identical tc
the subject of the previcus clause since that’s the only condition
that permits its deletion.

In oral language many things do rict need to be stated since the
situational context makes them explicit. Instead, the larnguage uses
peinting devices for indicating referents. Terms like THIS and THAT
are such deictic, or pecinting devices.

Hankamer and Sag (1976) see what we have called the rule of
econcmy as a process of aveiding redundancy through anaphor. They
express this in the terms of gernerative-transformaticonal linguistics:

Language provides us with two ways to aveid redundaricy.
Redundancy at the deep level can be eliminated by
substitutirig a deep anaphor for the semantic unit that
appears elsewhere in the discourse or in corntext;
redundancy at the surface 1level carn be eliminated by
substituting a surface anaphor(generally null) for a
surface segment that appears elsewhere irs the linguistic
structure (including wider discourse). (P425)

They conclude that linguistic competernce carmcot be represerted
in a sentence—generating grammar and that there must be a syntax of
discourse. In order to describe deep anaphora there must be scme
mearnis of accounting for the non-linguistic context as well as the
linguistic ore. "The only way, if we take the jeb sericusly, is to
assume a representation of the discourse SITUATION which includes not
ecnly the represertatiorn of the 1linguistic events, but scome STRAGE
DIRECTIONS as well."(p426). This view makes questicrnable the results
of studies which draw conclusions about text comprehension from
subjects performance with short decontextualized texts-

Sterning has a related principle he calls arnaphcric
conservatism. This principle states that old elements in texts are
not given rew descriptions. The principle, however, is ncot absclute.
"Anaphoric cornservatism cbviously can coperate only to the externt of
the speaker's Knowledge and does cperate only to the extent of his
willingriess to divulge informaticn about identities. "(1378, p 134)

Bartlett and Hirst(1982) alsc raise the question of why authaors
prefer prorniouns wheri noun phrases could be repeated. They use Clark
and Haviland’s integration model {1377) based orn the "giver—rew
corntract” to answer their questior. They believe that pronourns signal
that the information is already given(that is already known) and thus
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they facilitate integraticn.

Pronouns exist in the language, then, as part of a pervasive
tendency to aveid redundancy and to say as much as (but rc mere than)
needs teo be said. The system works because listerers and readers are
able, usually, to make the infererces, assign apprcpriate references
and coreferences where needed and build a meanirgful text within an
apprapriate caorntext.

The fact that the system works and that it is so pervasive
demonstrates how little is expiicit in language and hew much deperds
on inference,

Praoncuns

From a 1linguistic paint of view pronouns, at 1least in English,
perform grammatical functions; they may be marked for persan, riumber,
and gender. But they are actually a part of the semantic system; they
make up a chain of relationship with the other pairts aof the semantic
system. The specific refererce of a particular proncun can wnly be
determined from the total semantic-pragmatic corntext. Halliday and
Hasan argue that it is purely incidercal that a proncun referent is
anaphoric{with a preceding referent) or cataphoric(with a following
referent). This is clearly divferent from cohesive relatiorns of
substitution and elipsis which are recaverable from the text. In our
example abave we can reconstruct the full statemert THE COLOR OF MY
SHIRT IS BLUE from the text by reversing the deletion rules.

The relationship between syntax and semantics rneeds to be
addressed in understanding the role of prorncurns in a text and the
readers' processing of them. If we say that there is a meariirng
paoteritial ir language which we call the semantics of a language then
that mearning potential must be realized by the syntax or lexicaon of
the 1language which Halliday calls the lexico—grammar. Recause
prancuns  convey csemantic relationships, in  urderstanding reading
camprehension it is recessary to understand where readers must go to
realize the meaning being represented.

Pronoun reference is not the simple matter of identificstion of
explicit noun (coften proper nrnoun) antecedert that it is often
considered. Sterming has concluded that anaphors are deictics,
indicators that point linguistically teo their referents much as a
firger might in an oral conversation:

Anaphaors... are viewed as demonstratives that poeint to
structures in  the Qeader’s) model  that has  been
constructed and incorporate those structures inta the
interpretaticn of the statements the anaphors appear in.
They may paint to single elemernts of the domain identified
by their antecedents; they may point to sets of such
elemerits or to sets of groupings of those elemernts with
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cther elements to which they have earl.er been related;
they may point toc relations between groups of objects and
incorporate the relation rather <than the abjects inte the
interpretation of their statement (anaphorg of sernse); or
they may point tc properties of objucts and incorporate
descriptions intc their statements (where the antecedent is
a tacit description or explicit predicate nominal).

When a phrase has an explicit linguistic antecedent,
it will appear that the phrase, as an anaphor, is painting
tc that anteredent and incorporating its 1linjguistic
structure intc the anaphor's statement; yet for each such
casey & counterpart is possible for which there is no
explicit linguistic antecedent, and in these cases the
phrase points to the reievant structure in the model rather
than in some senternce. Since this is the case, we can
always assume that even wher:. there is an explicit
linguistic antecedent, the phrase actually pcints to the
structure in the model that that antecedent established
rather than tco the linguistic structure itself. By making
this assumption we get a uniform account of the furction of
such phrases. It is in this sense that anaphors cPn be seei
as repetitions of their antecedents. (Sterming, 1978,p. 136)

To relate this concept of referernce to ocur ownn theory, the
reader constructs a text using both antecedent and anaphcr. The
ariaphor is coreferential with a structure in the reader’s text which
may have been assigred in response to an antecedent linguistic
structure in the published text,if in fact such arntecedent structure
existed., If not, coreference will be assigned by the reader tc scme
vther structure in the text or context. Furthermore, as the miscues
cn  pronoun structures will demonstrate, the reader may make anaphors
coreferential with other linguistic structures everi when there is an
explicit antecuodent. That’s because all such assigrments require
inference.

Personal Refererice

Halliday and Hisan separate demonstrative and perscmal
reference. They call demonstrative reference the verbal form of
pointing. The referent is identified in relation to the speaker. They
diatinguish circumstantial (adverbial) demcristratives 1ike HERE,
THERE, NOW, THEN from nominal demonstratives like THIS, THAT, THESE,
THOSE.

Ii» discussing perscnal reference Halliday and Hasar siy:
Laly the third person proncun  is irherently cchesive
iv that a third person form typically refers anaphcrically

“2 2 sreceding item in the text. First and secund person
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forms do not rnormally refer ta the text at all; their
referents are defired by the speech reales of speaker and
hearer, and hence they are normally interpreted
excapharically, by refererce ta situation. (Halliday and
Hasan, 1976, p.48)

There are twa major ways that first and second perscn  prornouns
cccur in writters narrative. One is through use of first persorn
rnarration. Indeed one of the three texts used i this study, 553, MY
BROTHER IS A GENIUS, is told in first persorn by a character who is
actually rever named. Readers of first perscon narratives must create
a set of referents for the first person proncuns withim a schema
which creates a rnarrator/reader transaction irn which author takes on
the fictional voice of the narrating character.

The second prirncipal way that first and second person cccur in
written narrative is through direct quctation of coral dialogue. In
represernting oral dialcgue the writer must use scme devices for
praviding the reader with elements of the situation rct explicit in
the speech itself. Those include who is speaking to wham. Situaticnal
cortext is usually created by devices in the dialcgue carrier as this
sequerice from orne of the texts we studied, §51, FREDDIE MILLER,
SCIENTIST, illustrates:

“Elizabeth,"” he called. "I'm gcing te drop this light
dowrs to you through the transom. Catch it by the ruler and
let me krncw when you car reach it."

The rnext mirmte Elizabeth cried, "I have it, Freddie."

As this example shaws, the dialcgue carrier helps the reader
create a situational context, but there are a variety of ways to
establish wha is talking to whom. So the referernts for the first and
secand persorn proncurns are not in the text itself but ivn the coral
lariguage cortext for the dialcgue which the reader coreates using
rescurces provided by the authoar. The readers’' kncwledge of how
dialcgue is represernted ir writters language must be related teo the
readers’ gerieral knowledge of speech situations.

There are scme cocther personal proncoun uses which Halliday and
Hasar call instituticrnal excphara. This sequerice from ancther of our
texts, 533, illustrates scme of these uses:

OUR teacher says if YOU kncow haw tco  think and  know
encugh words tc express YOUR thoughts, there isn®t anything
YOU can’t say or dc.

I den®t kncw abocut that, but I kricw WE get a good
educaticn ir OUR schocd. And THEY encourage special
prajects,
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Several of the pronocuns above, YOU, YOUR, THEY, are of this
institutional variety. And several others, particularly the use of WE
and OUR are exophoric in the sense that there is na referent in the
text. Rather the reference is tc the relationship of teacher and
schocl to pupils which the reader must infer from a knowledge base

abo.t classes and schoals.

Halliday and Hasan see persanal reference, mostly in third
persan forms, as cumulatively anaphoric. Rl1l the proncun refererices
te a main character Jain in a cochesive chain:

This phenomencn contributes very markedly tc  the
internal ccohesion of a text, sirce it creates a kind of
netwark of lines of refererice, each occcurrernce being linked
to all its predecessors up to and including the initial
reference. The number and density of such networks is ane
of the factors which gives tao any text its particular
flavor or texture. (P. 52)

Prancun IT

Of all proncuns IT has the most complex references. In our three
texts IT cccurs in many varied uses. £33 starts,

"If IT bothers you to think of 1IT as babysiiting then don’t
think of IT as babysitting."

Early in 551, Freddie's mother says:
"What queer experiment was IT this tine?"
Halliday and Hasan comment:

The ward 1T differs fram all other personals in that
it may refer not only to a particular person cr  object,
some entity that is encoded linguistically as a participant
-a noun or nominal expression— but any identifiable portion
of text. (pb2)

They break this up into two separate phercmera of extended
reference and text refererce. Extended reference is when IT refers to
an identifiable process. Arn example from S53 is:

"Go ahead and cry! Cry all you want to. It won’t disturb me."
The referent here is ta the process or processes which are,

"grammatically a clause or string of clauses, not Just a single
nominal” (p. 52).
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Text reference is when the proncun refers ta scme porticn of the
text which has been changed intc a fact. In 853 again this sequerce
occours:

"Yes, Miss, it's very important,” I said to the lady on the
telephone. "An important praject depends on it."

The IT here is the need to see Mr. Barnaby which is represented
as a fact by IT.

THIS and THART can alsc be used in extended cr text references.

An important fact of language use, pointed cut by Halliday ard
Hasan as well as Sterming is that people will du whatever they nmust to
make a text meaningful. They will create contexts, referents, and
cohesion where they are 1lacking or can’t be found. The miscues of the
subjects in our study attest ta this need to make sernse.

Possessive pranouns have double anaphoric funmctions inm  English.
They are coreferential with antecedent nouns cr following rnouns. And
they alsc replace determiners, principally THE and AR which precede
most commors nouns. In both senses they play important cchesive roales
in the text.

Text cchesion is complex and referential ccochesion is only cne
aspect of it. Yet it seems that an understanding of reference and
anaphora through the study of pronouns and readers response to them
can shed considerable light on how meaning is constructed during
reading.

Nash—Webber(198@) wurges that the study &f anaphoara and the
related inference must be a multidisciplinary effort. She sees
philosaphy invelved in issues of reference, psycholegy in  memcry
organization and language development, linguistics in syntactic
constraints and generation and interpretation of texts and artificial
intelligence in delineating contrel of inferential processing. GCur
miscue data base enables us ta delineate control of inferential
precessing by real readers rather then the artificial, programmed
minds of computers. We can evaluate predictions of all fields to see
whether in fact readers do what they would be expected to do as they
transact with pronocun structures in texts.

It must be that position of pronouns, their relative frequency,
and the ability of readers to establish possible referents all are
significant in text comprehension. The pattern of miscues invelving
pronouns stand out as a place te begin te look at readers’
establishment of referencial relationships as they seek to make serise
of written narrative.
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Methodolcogy

From our miscue data base we selected three stories used as
comiicn tasks across 8 linguistic population groups in a study
reported in 1978. (Goodman and Boodman, 1978)

S44, Kitten Jones, was read by 24 seccond grade readers. 551,
Freddie Miller, Scientist, was read by 32 fourth grade readers. 8553,
My Brother is a Genius, was read by 32 sixth graders. The stories are
all from the same basal reader series and are designated for the
approximate grade level of our subjects.

In each case, four readers from each population who were average
for their grade and school were selected. The eight populations were:

Dialect Groups: Bi-lirngual Groups:
Appalachian(Tennessee) Navajc(Arizona) *
Downeast (Maine) Arab(Michigawn)
Rural Black(Mississippi) Spariish (Texas)
pidgin(Hawaii) Samcan(Hawaii) #*

*These groups did rniot read S44.

In cur past studies which focussed on readers we coded the firsti
58 non-dialect miscues for each subject for 26 variables. Identical
miscues at several text addresses were counted only the first time
they occurred. In the current studies all miscues produced by all
subjects were reccded for 4 variables: dialect, cerrection, syntactic
acceptability and semantic acceptability.

Each text word or punctuatiors was assigrned arn address by page,
line and item in the criginal format of the text as the subjects read
it. Miscues were computer listed acrass subjects in address order.
Our data, thern, provides us with quantity and quality of miscues
beginning at each text address as well as a complete listing of
actual miscues at each text address.

The on—-geing study is dealing with many text characteristics and
features. This report focuses on evidence in cour data for how
proncuns are invelved in reader’s miscues.

This study is near the naturalistic end of the ressarch design
continuum. Each subject read, orally, a complete text. The proncuns
are there because the authors, wha had nc part in the research,
needed them or chose to use them in the writing. The texts have nrot
been specially created or adapted for use in the research. They are
from basal readers which means they have been edited, but the editing
had no discernable intentional relaticornship to the text features
urnder study.

Though we report quantitative data in this article, cur ultimate
focus is on examining text comprehensicrn by understanding readers?
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transactions with pronocun structures in the three texts.
Distribution of Proriouns in Text

As we indicated, there is a genera: prirnciple that proncuns will
be used in noun positions wherever possible except where ambiguity
would result. The problem is that the speaker or writer chocses tc
use the proncun and so, to the language producer the proncun
reference is never ambigucus. In written discourse the writer must
decide when to use a pronoun and when to use a noun. The judgement
may be influenced by the distance Trom the coriginal reference and the
number of nouns which are potential co—referernts. Eut the writer must
allow for what will be ambigucus to the reader. Since that's rot
always completely anticipated, texts will always vary in ambiguity of
use of pronouns, from the readers’ perspective.

The three texts we have studied differ from each other in a
number of ways which will influence the frequency and distributior of
pranouns. S44, a second grade story, is shorter than 851, a fourth
grade story, which is shorter than 853, a sixth grade story. These
basal reader stories employed controlled vocabulary. S53 is a first
person narrative.

We'll begin by examining the distributicn of pravcuns i the 3
texts.

Table 1

Distribution of Grammatical Furncticns
Story
S44 851 853
Nouns#, Total 34.5% | 3B.8% | 23, 5%
Common 15.6% | 14.2% | 14. 4%
Proper 6. 7% 6.5% 2. 3%
Proricoun 2.6% 9.3% | 11.6%
Subject 15% 13.2% | 13. 74
Object 16.6%|15.3% | 13. 2%
Neun Modifiers, Totl 1@, 54| 1@. 2% | 1@, 7%
Pass. Praoncouns 2.2%| 2.2% 2. 9%
Determiriers 3. 8% 8.7% 7.7%

#A few nouns were nct commor nouns,
proper nouns orf pronouns.

About a third of the grammatical functions of all the words in
the texts we examined are nouns. Somewhat more, 34.5% are nouns in
5443 scmewhat less, 3@.8% and 29.5% are nouns in S51 arnd S53
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respectively. Here we are talking about functions in connected
discourse, not word classifications.

Fillers of these ricun pasiticns vary among the three texts. The
most important factor in this variation comes from the fact that 553
is told in the first person and that the narrator remains urnnamed
throughout the text. About 1/3 of the fillers of nroun pasitions in
the three stories are pronouns, but 11.6% of the rumning words in 853
are pronouns while 9.6% and 9:.3% are pronocuns in 544 and 8351.
Furthermore only 2.3% of the words in S53 are proper rnouns while 6.7%
and 6.5% are proper nouns in the other two stories.

The same first person narratcr factor explains why 2.9% of the
running words are possessive pronouns in S53 while 2.2% of those in
844 and G651 are possessive pronocuns. Third person possessives may be
nouns or pronouns. First person possessives are always proncurns. The
percent of functions in all three stories which are nroun modifiers
{including possessive pronouns) is something over 1@% sca a higher
proportion of noun modifiers are possessive pronouns in 853 than in
the other stories.

Besides being noun modifiers, possessives alsc incorporate the
determiner function. That partially explains why 853 has the smallest
proportion of determiners, 7.7%. But number of determiners is alsoc a
function of number of common nouns. S44 with the highest proportion
of common nouns has the highest proportion of determiners, 9.8%

Nouns functioning as objects (includes direct object, indirect
object, and object of prepcositions) and as subjects are abcut equally
distributed in the three stories, with 844 and 851 having scmewhat
more objects than subjects and 853 somewhat less. Pronouns show a
markedly different pattern.

Table 2
Pronouns in Subject and Ubject Positions
Etory T> S44 SS1 853
Total Proncuns 78 146 2es
Possessives 18 31 62
Iri Noun Poasitionr 6a 115 163
Nominatives 49 84 123
Percent 81% 73% 754
Objectives 11 31 4@
Percent i 18% 27% 257
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As Table 2 indicates, about 75% of prarncuns in  noun pasitions
are functioning as subjects. In the case of 844 this is cver 8@%.
That means of ccurse that a much higher percentage of subjects are
pronominalized than cbjects in these stories. Readers' expectations
are likely to be influenced by this pattern. They are more likely to
predict proncuns in subject than aobject pasiticn. If nouns that are
themes or topics are more commonly pronominalized in texts in general
then maintaining reference for them may not be difficult.

The data for the three stories shoaws no strong differernces in
pattern of pronounn use that sgseems to relate to the grade level
designations. S44's higher praoportion of subjective nouns and
pronouns  as compared to other stories may reflect its shorter
sentences with fewer embeddings. Its lower proportion of cbjective
proncuns considering its higher proportion of obgjective nouns may
shaow scame tendency for less camplex use of proncuns tharn the cother
stories. But otherwise distribution and use of the proncuns in the
three stories looks quite similar.

Table 3 shows distribution of proncuns by perscr, gender, and
number in the three texts. It confirms that S53, the first person
narrative, has a higher proportion of first person proncouns, 393%
compared to 174 in S44 and 853,

Table 3
Proncun Gender and Number

==== —_——TF====c ==
Story S44 851 853
ist Person
Singular 3 iz ca 14 71 32
Plural 4 S 4 3 16 7
Tatal 13 17 24 17 a7 29
2nd Person
6 8 13 13 23 1@
3rd Persan
Feminine 29 32 11 8 5 2
Masculine 6 8 65 44 81 36
Neuter iz 15 24 i6 13 3
Plural 16 21 3 2 ia 4
Total o7 73 |1@3 711 115 51
Taotals 78 1@@ 146 102 | 285 12@

S44, with mcore female characters including a female kittern, has
32% feminine singular proncuns compared to 8% focrr 851 and 2% for G53.
It has only 8% masculine singulars as compared with 44% and 356% iw
the cther texts. So there are more instances of SHE than HE, more HER
thari HIM, mcore HER/S thar HIS in this text. Though both other stories
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have both male and female characters, the stories so focus o the
central male characters that the use of masculirne proncuns far
exceads feminine pronouns. HE occcurs in 853 51 times whereas SHE anly
occurs 3 times. HIM is found 1@ times in 8533 HER does ncot cccour as
ocbject at all. Among possessivesy HIS cccurs 6@ times but HER/S only
10 times in the same text.

As we pointed out above, 5§53 is told in first person. So there
are far more uses of first person prornouns proportionately than in
the cther twc stories where first person can occur anly irn dialocgue.
Almost all the first person pronouns in the two third person
narratives cccur in rnominative case. Second perscorn  proncouns  alsc
cccur mostly in dialcgue, and are proportionately less frequent thar
the other pronouns. Plural pronouns are also less frequent. Most of
them are nominatives. IT occcurs both as subject and obgject in all
stories, about equally.

This demonstrates that these variatiorns are a furction of such
particular text features as cast of characters. 844 has a repeated

event. The children, as a group, go around snapping pictures. Sc THEY
coours as a frequent pronoun co-referertial with THE CHILDREN.
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FIGURE 1 Sequence fram S51 Freddie Miller, Scierntist

6@1 At crice Freddie set ta woerk seriocusly at scamething HE

6@2 had started for fun. HE ran to the cellar and picked up
6@3 the small battery HE had irtended toa use Ter HIS mother’s
6@4 bell. In his tcol box HE found another battery, a ruler, a
6@5 ccil of copper wire, a small bulb, and tape.

6@6 Carefully HE taped the batteries end ta end cn the ruler
6@7 sc that THEY tcuched. HE taped the wire tight acrass the
6@8 bottoam of the end battery. Then HE ran the wire up the

6@9 sides of the twa batteries ta the bulb. After winding the

61@ wire around the bocttom of the bulb, HE taped IT in place.

611 Next HE placed the bulb sa that IT tcuched the cap on

612 the top battery. The bulb began tc glecw! Freddie taped

613 the bulb in place on the ruler. Now HE had a hcamemade

614 flashlight fcr Elizabeth.

7ai1 HE tied a string arcund the end of the ruler and hurried

7@2 back upstairs. Pulling the Kitchen stepladder cut into the

703 hall and climbing up on IT, HE found the trarscm within

7204 easy reach.

7@5 "Elizabeth, " HE called. "I'm going tc drop this light

706 down to you through the transcm. Catch IT by the ruler

7@7 and let ME kriow wheri YOU carn reach IT."

—— — — — — — — S —— —— —— —— et e e
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Foous on arn Exemplary Passage

Figure 1, an exrerpt from 831 illustrates the distribution of
aroncuns and several othar key phenomena of proncun distributiorn.
FREDDIE, a proper noun, is used in line 6Q1. (Page 6, Lirve 1 of the
printed text) FREDDIE is the gJrammatical subject and theme of the
next six clauses. Irn all but one of these HE is used iristead of
FREDDIE. In that sixth clause the subject has been deleted with AND
conjaining it to the prior clause: HE RAN TO THE CELLAR AND PICKED
UplIl

On line 6@7 the subject of the clause is BATTERIES, intrcduced
as the object in the pricor clause and replaced by the prancun THEY
here. HE continues to be used in place of FREDDIE all the way tc line
6i2. In one clause the verb, WOUND, is transfurmed toa WINDING, a
participle, se¢ that the subjert is not needed: AFTER WINDING THE
WIRE... rather than: AFTER HE WOUND THE WIRE.

The first pronoun to appear in the obgect peosition i this
excerpt is IT. There are a series of refererces to the BULR starting
on line 6@9. In the third and fifth of these IT is used instead of
BULB. In both cases BULR has appeared in pricr clauses in the sanme
sentences.

All through this passage the author is describing a series of
cperations FREDDIE performed on the various ccnmpocnents of the
flashlight he is making. Not until the focus shifts in line 612 from
FREDDIE to the BULR dces the author feel the need to reintroduce the
proper noun. After THE BULR BEGAN 10 GLLW the author uses FREDDIE
rather than HE. The theme of each sentence iri the passage pricr to
this has been FREDDIE fairly consistently. When this shift in theme
takes place the auther feels the reed ta reaffirm FREDDIE as the
coreferent for HE.

The passage cantinues after that as it did befcre with the focus
on FREDDIE arnd what he did. The authcr either contirwes ta use HE or
participial clauses with subject deleticns, except irn the dialcgue
where proncuns for FREDDIE shift to I and ME.

In the 21 lines of the passage, excerpted frocm the whole text,
there are 21 refererces to FREDDIE as subject and cre as abject. But
the rame only appears twice. The author apparertly saw little
possibility of ambiguity of refererces ta FREDD'E in this passape. Or
the other hand the author keeps using nourns for the variety of parts
of the flashlight until the coreferent is in the immediately
preceding clause. That’s illustrated in the use o«of THEY for
BATTERIES on line 6@7. It alsc is shown in the use of IT for BULB on
lires 61@ and 611 and i the use of IT fcr stepladder on line 7@3.
The author seems to be concerned about refererice for these parts
because there are several riocun phrases that could be coareferernts in
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the nearby text. It shauld be noticed that it deoes not seem to be
distance between antecedent ncun and pronoun which governs the
reintraduction of the noun but other factors such as which noun is
thematic and what o%ther potential caoreferents there are that guide
the author.

On line 786 ard 7@7 the authcor uses IT twice to represent the
LIGHT even though there are other nouns, TRANSOM and RULER, betweer
the coreferent and the proncun. The chaice seems to be guided by the
semantic clarity of the reference to the LIGHT.

Miscue Patterns on the Passage.

In this passage, we get insights irnta the text factors
influencing the author's decisions on using proncuns. The miscues
made by ocur 32 subjects on this passage show how readers transact
with the same text factors. Every pronoun use requires an infererice,
on the part of the reader, of a non-explicit referent. The authecr's
care in choosing when to use pronouns has made that task scmewhat
easier than it might be, still the reader must make infererces.

Our miscue analysis data concerning proncuns reveals that there
is a very large range of difference in the distribution of miscue
activity around them. Any proncun can, in certairn places in the text,
be irnvelved in much miscue activity. At same other points in the text
this same pronoun may stimulate rno miscue activity at all. The text
provides certain constraints which influerce the amcurnt and degree of
miscue activity. These coanstraints have toc do with degrees of
ambiguity but they alsc produce different inferences and predictions
among the readers.

There is alsa a range of responses in how readers deal with
these constraints. At certain places in the text there is a greater
tendency for readers to self correct than in cother places. There are
alsc places in the text where there are opportunities to recover a
previcusly miscued corefererntial ncun.

The maost important evidence in the miscue patterns for this
passage is that our 32 readers are able to make mest of the
inferences successfully far the praonouns in the passage. Where
miscues dco occur they are highly constrained by the reader-text
transactions.

Althaugh each reader responds differently te the same text,
certain patterns of miscue activity occur arcurd specific text
features. Examining these patterns carn  make clear wnat the
text-reader transacticons are in reading a text.

Here are some illustraticns of some trarnsacticns fram our miscue
data in the passage cited in Figure 1.
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Variability of Miscue Occurrerce.

RAs has already been shown, the number of subjects whc miscue on
a given prornoun or who make identical miscues varies. There are na
miscues in several places where HE is used in this passage:lines 6@1,
606, 613, 705. Apparently no readers had any conflicts in these
instances. On the other hand; there are 9 miscues on HIS in lire
6@4, 8 of them substitutions of THE. There are four miscues ocn THEY
in line 607, three of them involve HE substitutions. There are 8
miscues on IT in line 611, all but one involving substitution of HE,
The variability shown here is not random. If 254 of 32 subjects
substituted THE for HIS in 1ine 604, there must be some text features
interacting with some common reader expectations such that subjects
have all1 drawn common inferernces. The difference betweernn HIS and THE
in this context suggest what those features are.

Possessives, as we said serve as determirners as well as praviding
reference to nouns. All of the miscues on HIS in its two occurrences
in this passage show & retention of anaphoric reference but a
deletion of specific coreference with Freddie. Since shifting to THE
from HE keaps anaphoric reference but loses coreference with FREDDIE,
readers have made the shift either because use of HIS seems redundant
and unnecessary or because they have trouble accepting that a bay
would possess a tool box.

Variability of Self-corrections

Patterns of self-correcticons vary Just as do miscue patterns.
Nore of 8 substitutions of THE far HIS on line 6Q@4 were corrected.
But 2 of 3 HE fcr THEY substitutions in 6@7 were corrected as were 2
of 3 THE for HE substitutions in the same lire. IT is cmitted by fcour
readers on line 61@ and ccrrected by three. Two of seven readers who
substituted HE for IT orn lirne 611 correct. But there were fcur
miscues on ME in line 7@7, all different and all corrected. Agairn,
the transactions betwzen text and readery in cortext, guide the
self-mcnitocring and correcting of the readers jJust as they cantreil
praducticn of the criginsl miscues.

Conjoining with proncun deleticri and AND inserticn.

The author, as we've said, chose ta oamit HE before PICKED UP in
line 602, using AND to jJjoin the two clauses and eliminate the
necessity for repeating the subject in the second clause. Four of cur
32 readers substitute AND for the rnext HE on lire 6@3. Only cne
sel f~corrects. One reader dces the same thing orr the next cccurrence
of HE on line 6@4 but corrects that. Four readers substitute AND for
HE en line 7@3. Alsc on lire 7@3 there is a transformaticn in  the
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opposite direction: twe readers substitute HE for AND. One corrects.
What these miscues show is that the same opticns which the
author had are alsc available ta the readers as they construct their

owrs meaningful texts.

Determiner and Deictic Miscues

— v — o —— —

There are n+ substitutions of nouns far proncuns in  this
passagey and as will be discussed later, there are few irn the entire
study. A related phencmerion  which deoes coccur however, is the
substitution of determirers or deictics for prencuns or the reverse.
These shaw the readers’? anticipation of common noun phrases, which
begin with determirers, rather tharn proncuns or vice-versa.

Substitutions of HE for THE acccur as follows:
607 (ergd) 1, unsuccessful correction
611 (riear end) 1, corrected
6l2(second THE) 1, corrected

Substitutions of THE for pronoun cccur as fallows:

623 THE for HIS 2, 1 corrected
624 THE for HIS 8 @ corrected
6@7 THE for HE 3, 2 corrected
61@ THE feyr HE 1, 1 corrected
611 THE fer HE 1, Q@ corrected
611 THE for IT 1, @ corrected
703 THE for IT 3, 2 corrected

Deictic for proncun or vice-versa:
6@3 THIS fcr HIS 1, @ corrected
604 THIS for HIS 1, 1 corrected
705 HIS for THIS 1, @ corrected

Shifts in Perscn(referent charige):

Scme  miscues show shifts in  person while retaining the proncun
functicn., It’s likely, in these instarces, that there has beern a
shift in referent:

6@7 HE for THEY 3, & corrected
6@8 IT for HE 1, @ corrected
61@ SHE for HE 1, @ corrected
611 HE for IT 7, 2 corrected

721 ME for HE 1, unsuccessful correction
727 ONE, IT, YOUR for ME; all corrected
7@7 IT, YOUR fer YOU, nc correction

‘The shift in referent far scme of these, particularly where
several subjects have made the same miscue, is evident. On 6@7 and in
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611 readers seem to expect the suigu t of the verb, TOUCHED to be
FREDDIE so they shift in one case from THEY to HE and in the other
from IT to HE. That keeps FREDDIE «s the theme. It also may reflect
the expectation that TOUCHED will have an animay ° subject.

Shifts in Praonoun Case

There are fewer shifts in case than in person in this passage
and in the entire study. That reflects a strong tendency of rsaders,
as other miscue research has demornstrated, to maintain syvntactic
constraints.
7@1| ME for HE, unsuccessful correction.

707 YOUR for ME, corrected
707 YOUR for YOU

We've taken the time here, following the discussion of the
distribution of pronouns in the texts,tc @2.amine the author's use of
pronouns in a passage from one of the stories and the relationship of
readers! miscues to that pattern for an important reason. In the next
section we'll be discussing some general dzta ow the mniscues
generated by our subjects which relate tc pronouns in the three
texts., While the data is informative, it's necessary in considering
it, to always keep in mind how text specific the miscue patterns are.
Line 611 is not the only instarnce in SS1 or the other texts where
readers have substituted HE for IT. But it is the only one of five
occurrences of IT in this passage where such -substitution of HE
accurred. To urnderstand how readers process pronour. structures we
will need to look at the relaticnships of miscue patterns to the
specific text characteristics readers are transacting with,

Miscue Patterns and Text Features

Table 4
Proncun Miscues and General Miscue Data

- 1—-— Ll -— - —— o s e s gt e s S =

Words JPronouns | Total#® Pronounw MPHW*#* PMPHP#*%4%
Miscued Miscues | Per Sub,

= ==== == ====== == = ===

S44 698 78 2867 160 17. 11 8.55

s51 1363 146 S83e 327 13.31 7. &
853 2esea 225 879a 675 13.54 3. 37

studies. ##Miscues per 108 words., #¥¥Praonour miscues per
12@ words.
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Pranours and Miscue Frequerncy in the Three Texts

-

Readers of all 3 grade levels make considerably fewer miscues on
pronouns, proporticnately, than on  other words. Table 4 shows that
544 has mean miscues per hundred words{MPHW) of cover 17 but miscues
per hundred pronouns is only half as frequent. The other two stories
alsoc show considerably higher rates of MPHW gererally than miscues
per hundred proncuns. 853, has the highest rate of pronoun miscues,
3.37 which may reflect the more diverse and complex proncurn patterns
in the sixth grade first person story. It may alsc be that the rate
of pronoun miscues in second grade S44 is higher than fourth grade
S51 because f some greater difficulty establishing refererce.

The date point to some simple conclusions. All chree texts
include a considerable proportion of proncuns.  Subjects are
cansiderably 1less likely to make miscues on proncuns than on other
words at all three grade levels. Over 920% of proncuns were read
correctly by all three age groups. 1In itself this pattern appears to
centradict a view that proncuns are harder to process than othew
werds o that the ability to deal with proncuns is developmerntal
across grades. But of course this guantitative information must be
considered irn the context of more qualitative information which is a
major concerrn of this report.

== == = == == _———==—
Table S
Substituticons For and BRY Proncourns
STORY S44 S51 8553 Total

Fer By For By Fcer By Fer By
Proanouns Praricurns Prarncuns Prarncuns

Nemirnatives

Total Miscues 95 81 188 166 4251 381 675 628

Proricunn Miscues 35 35 a8 8a 291 251 3661 366

% 36. 8| 43. 2 S51.6] 48.2 ] 55.11 65.9 1 54.2| 58.3

_____________________ - —_ B E——
Possessives

Total Miscues 47 32 91 56 151 154 289 238

Proncun MIscues 16 i6 i3 19 55 55 9@ 92

% 24,0 =17 2.9 33.9 | 36.4] 36.7 | 31.1]37.8

Obgectives

Tatal Miscues 18 15 81 22 99 59 198 96

Praornicours Miscues 8 8 13 13 45 45 66 66

% 44,4153, 3 16.2]159.1 | 45.5|76.3 | 33.3|68.8
Tatal

Total Miscues 16@) 128 327 =2 675 SB@ | 1162 962

Pronourns Miscues 53 53 112) 112 351 351 o2 Ses

% 36.3146.1 3 52(59.5 | 44.3)54. 3
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Distributiornn of Instances With Proncun as QObserved and Expected
Responses

Table S shows tatal miscues involving pronouns. It shows miscues
which irnvelve substituticns for proncuns inm the text (For Pronouns)
Here is an example:

THE
Father always called HIM Tiriker ...

Table S alsc shows miscues which invalve substitutions by
pronouns of other text words, (By Pronouns) s
HIS
«» s he2 was always like one of THE uncles

Because of the uneven distribution of ~oncuns  and  the
demonstrated relaticnship this distribution has to specific text
characteristics, it should rot be surprising that the number of text
pcints where each pronoun ccoccurs as an  insertion or substitution for
a text word is roughly proporticoriate to the actual cccurrence of that
pronoun ivy the text. Readers are led to expect pronouns toa  occur in
proportion to their actual occurrence and thus particular pronouns
cocur as cbserved responses in miscues in similar rumbers to the
number of times each proncurs cccurs ivn each story.

S44, with more femirniine characters. has 12 uses of SHE and 1@
other places where SHE coccurred as th OR{cbserved response) in
miscues on words other than SHE. 583, € first person narrative, is
the only orne of the three texts that ha appreciable cccurrernces of
ME, 1&. There are 8 instarces irn that texi were ME is substituted for
other text werds and only 1 irn the other twa texts. Overall, there
are similar rwwmbers of miscues of the 2 kinds (For pronouns and By
pronouns) within each pronoun case in each storys for example there
are 159 substitutions FOR nrominative pronouns inm 551 and 166
replacemerits of other words BY wiominative proncurns irv that story.

There are a few examples where instances invoelving the pronoun
as cbserved response (0OR) are quite differernt thar the riumber of text
instarices. There are 81 miscues ori cbjective proncuns in S51 but only
22 miscues inveolving cobjective pronouns replacing other text words.
This probably reflects the readers being more 1likely to expect
provouns  in subject than object pesitions. For example, in both 851
and S53 there are 39 uses of IT as subject. EBEut irn each text there
were considerably more instances of IT as miscue O0OR in subject
positions, 26 for 551 and 28 for 5%3. On the other hand there were
fewer irnstances of IT as OR in aobject position irv both stories than
the cccurrence of IT as cobject in those texts. In nc case, however
are there any substantial wrumber of occurrences of particular
pronouns as  0OR i other miscue instarnces unless thaose proncuns also
cccur in considerable rnumber in the text.
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These facts strongly support the view that readers are making
predictiors in terms of the text cohesior represented by proncuns and
conversely that text features tend ta conform ta  readers!
expectations. Disproportions amorng the twoe Kinds of miscues (BY ard
FOR) must alsc invalve text features. In 853, the OR instances exceed
the text instarnces for nominative proncuns I, WE, YOU, HE, 1IT, and
THEY. Below we will demonstrate that this is largely due to a single
phercamerncr, the substitution of nomivative pronocuns for contractions
invalving the same proncuns plus BE forms. (I'M, WE'RE, YOU'RE, HE’'S,
IT'S, THEY?'RE)

Praopartiors of Miscues Invalving Prorncuns Replacing Proncouns.

A high praoportion of miscues on proncuns involve substitution of
other proncuns. That fits with the gereral firnding of other miscue
research that readers tend to maintairnn grammatical function in
generating miscues. Table 8 reports the data relating to this
praoncun—for-praoncun phenomenon for all three texts.

For the twa kinds (as ER and as OR) of miscues in S44 the
percents are 37% and 46%. Far S351 the percents are 34% and 46%. For
S53 these percernts are S2% and 6@%. For all three texts combined
provouy for proncun miscues accounted for 43%4 of miscues on text
pronouns and S54% in which other words in the text were replaced by
praoncuns. Iry general proncun—proncidrn miscu2s were higher proportions
of substitutions BY proancuns tharn FOR text proncuns. It is clear that
there is a strong tendercy to replace proncuns with cother praoncuns.

Percerts of the twao kKinds of miscues that are proncun  for
provncuyr  are most consistent for nomiviative promouns i all  three
stories and more variable for objective and possessive pronouns. That
may reflect the high preportion of nominative pronouns. The percents
of nominative proncuns which are proncun for  proncun ivicreases from
grade toc grade. This may relfect the greater awarerness of older
readers of the text cchesion factors reflected in high proporticns of
pronourns beivg nominal.

If text characteristics can explain the miscues irnvelving
praoncuns and non—-proncouns thern the propoartions above will seem even
more significant. So before examining proncun—for proncurn miscues we
loak irn some depth at the miscues 1involving prorcouns and
Noy—pronclins.

Types of Miscues Involving Pronouns and Nor—-Provourns.
The types of non—pronouns which substitute for or are replaced by
proncuns  in the reader’s miscues 1s quite limited. Except for

scattered examples, they all fall into the categories:

Caritractions
Determirers
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Cangunctions
Preposition/particles
Deictics

This small range shows the strong constraints an miscues
exercised by the reading process especially the syntactic structure
and the readers' intent to make sense of the text.

Table 6
Miscues Invalving Praoncuns and Non—pronouns
S44 s81 853 Total

Pron  Pro Pron  Pron| Pron Praon Pran Pran

By For By For By Far Ry For

N # N 4 N*% N %A1 N % N % N % N %
Nominative
Contraction| 16 33| 12 27} 8 12|6@ 72| S4 33] 43 37] 78 31} 115 47
Determiner | 1@ Eg‘l@ 22] 19 29|11 13} 37 26}] 19 16] 66 26} 4@ 16
Conjunctionf S 1 4 3i21 32 4 S| 19 14] 15 13] 45 18] 23 1@
Preposition] 2 4 2 4 2 3} 3 4 S 41 i1 1@ 9 4f 16 7
All DOthers | 16 33117 38|16 24| S 6] 25 18} &8 24] 57 22| Sa 2@
Total 49 45 66 8 14Q 116 255 244
Possessive
Contraction| @ @f @ @ 2 4] 2 7 113 4 4 3 2 6 4
Deictic 314 1 6] 6 11} 7 26 3 3 2 2| 12 71 1@ 7
Determiner |18 62| 7 44142 74|17 63} 61 7@] S6 539|121 7a] 8@ 58
Congunction] @€ @ @ @] a af 1 4 6 7 2 @! 6 4 1 1
Prepcsition] 2 6] 1 6]l @ @ ¢ @ 8 9 9 1a] 1@ 6} 1@ 7
All Others 621 7 44 7 12| @ @ 8 1@] 24 25| 21 12] 31 22
Taotal 29 16 S7 27 87 95 173 138
Objective
Contraction| @ @}1 14 a @l a @ 1 4 a @ 1 1@ 1 3
Determiner 2 33|13 43 j16 S52) 2 22 8 35 2 14} 26 43 7 23
Conjunction] 1 1712 @ 1 31 111 2 @ a @ 2 3 1 3
Prepcsitionl 2 33|1 14 |11 35] 2 22 8 35 2 141 21 35 S 17
All Dthers 1 17j2 29 3 ie]l 4 44 6 26)1@a 71| 1@ 17) 16 S3
Total 6 7 31 ) 23 14 =30 3a

Table 6 shows that for the 3 proncun cases, about /3 or more of
all nor—-proncuns replacing or replaced by pronouns involve only
the categories above.

Deictics, (THIS, THAT, THESE, THOSE) cccur iw miscues involving
anly possessive pronouns. Whern deictics substitute for nominative and
cbjective prancuns they become pronouns and are therefore not counted
in this table. Contractions in praonocun miscues averwhelmingly inveolve
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nominative proncuns. Determiners interact with all three cases.
Cengunctions primarily are involved in nominative pronoun miscues.
Prepositions are most frequent in nominative proncun miscues though
they alsc cccur in objective proncun miscues.

Nours Phrase-Proncun Miscues

Orie type of miscue is notable by its absence. Censidering that
proncuns are often coreferential with rnouns, it would seem logical to
expect that one cammeys  miscue invalving proncouns would be
substitution of o for the co-referential noun or some other nourn the
reader had made coreferential. In fact such miscues are almost
noni—existerit in the reading of these three texts.

Only one pronoun in one story invelves several identical
noun—pronoun miscues.  In 544 one character is named BSUE. There is
only one instance of SUE being substituted for SHE in thizfstory.
Butthere are 6 miscues at four different cccurrences where SHE is
substituted for SUE. Clearly the additional facter of graphic
similarity is involved here though it's interesting that most of the
miscues invalve substituting the pronoun for the nourn., That would
indicate that in the basal story the nourn may have beern used more
aoften thar the readers expected it. Failure to substitute SUE for SHE
more often alsc seems to show readers’ expectation of proncuns  in
repeated coreferential text points.

The anly cother noun—pronoun miscues are single miscues on single
proncuns:

S44 PENNY for HER(pass)j; GIRL'S for HER(poss)
§51 THINGS for THIS

§53 THEY for WAY; MOM for MY; HOSE for WHOSE; STEM for THEM;
IT for THE TIME; TIME for THEM

This almost total lack of interchange of noun for proncun  is
certainly nrot accidental. Considering the frequency of other miscues
and the rumber of copportunities cocur 88 readers had to make such
miscues there has ta be an important complex of reasons why this
isn’t happening. We suggest that it is the strong sernse of cchesion
which causes readers to expect proncuns and rnot expect rnouns  ir
particular text noun positions. That’s alsc explains why there is
such a high proportion of proncurn—for—-proncoun miscues.

Determirners and Prornouns

- ——

Ore phencomencn that relates to the cone just discussed is that of
miscues invalving pronouns and determivers. If a reader were to
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substitute a ncocun phrase for a proncoun or vice-versa, unless the rnoun
were a proper noun the reader wcould expect it to be preceded by a
determiner. The reader would begin tc the wneourn phrase with a
determiner, THE for example, realize the ricun doesn’t follow and sc
self-correct. In fact, there is a substantial amcunt of such miscue
activity invelving proncuns and determiners in the three stories.
Table 7 shaws the HE/THE substituticns in the three texts:

Table 7
THE/HE Miscues iv the 3 texts.
THE or HE HE far THE
rrequency |Instances |Frequency (Instanceq
S44 1 1 3 2
551 12 = 1 1
853 17 1@ 7 4

*Arn INSTANCE is a single cccurrence of a proncun in the text.

Note that there are more THE for HE than HE for THE miscues.
Again the graphic similarity betweein HE and THE may contibute to this
type of miscue. But that cculd not account for the greater proportior
cf THE for HE than HE for THE. THE is the most commerr word in English
sc  that may help explain the tenderncy to expect it. In any cas=s, as
cur depth discussion of the 851 passage showed earlier, graphic
similarity is never a scle factor in these miscues

The same phencmenarnn coccurs with cother proncuns and  cother
determiviers. There are severn substitutiorne «f A for SHE at five
lecaticons in 544 and twe substitutioens of SHE foer A i the same
story. There are 9 substitutions of A for I and 8 ¢f I for A in S53.
THE is substituted for HIM twice and for IT eight times in S51.

Miscues that invelve determiners and possessives show a stronger
and different pattern. As we said earlier possessive proncuns subsume
the determirver functicn. If there are interchanges of possessives and
determiners they will result in acceptable syntactic and semantic
structures. Since determiners, particularly THE have an anaphoric
quality there will oftern continue tc be referential cchesicnn after
such miscues and ccreferernce may be more, less, or the same.

Table 8 shows that the irterchange of possessive proncuns and
determiviers is indeed a matter of readers coping with text cchesion.
Though the heaviest inciderce invelves substitutions of THE for HIS,
many other cambinaticns are found more or less in proportion to the
distributicrn of the proncuns in the texts. A is invclved as well as
THE, as are first, second, and third person possessives. Lack of
examples of ITS simply reflects its infrequency in the text.
Furthermnore, as the table shows, the phencmenorn cccurs at numercus
instances with multiple identical miscues by different subjects often
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at the same text pocint. For example there are an average of 4 THE for
HIS substitutions at the 1@ text locaticrns whére such miscues accur
in 851. There are arn average of 3.6 HIS for A substitutions at the 5
occurrences of A which have such miscues in 853. That means that this
phercomencry is text specific as well as gereral. It's a gervieral
tendency which happens when certain text conditions are present.
Those text conditions move the reader toward more explicit
referential cochesion in the case of possessive for determiner miscues
and toward less explicit referential cohesicn in the cpposite case.

r = === —3

Table 8
Determirer—-pPossessive Miscues

THE for fer THE

My
S44
851
853

OUR
S44
S51
853

YOUR
S44
851
553

HIS
S44
851
553

HER
S44
851
553

THEIR
S44
S51
s53

F=Frequency of Miscues
I=Instarices of Proncuns




PRONOUNS

Proncuns and Deictics

A related phencmenon invelves arncother kind of proncun miscue. In
this phenomenon deictics, THIS, THAT, THESE, and THOSE are

interchanged with possessive pronouns. Again the most common
interchange is between HIS and THIS, which are graphically related,
but  alse high frequency words. Eut there are encugh other

combinations to indicate that the graphic relationship anly enharices
the phencmencon; it’s not essentially causal.

544 THIS for ITS (3 miscues at 2 instarnces); THEIR for THOSE

551 THIS for HIS ( 6 miscues at S instances); HIS for THIS (12
miscues at 2 instances)

8§53 MY for THAT; THIS for HIS (3 miscues at 1 instance); HIS for THIS
(2 miscues at 2 instances)

These uses of THIS, THAT, THESE, THOSE are deictic in the serse
that they pcoint to their referents. They aften cccur in dialogue and
are exopharic, with their referents in the situational caontext of the
dialogue. Shifts beiween proncun and deictic either make referential
cohesion more or less explicit. On line 6@4, in the S§51 passage we
discussed above, =2ight readers read "In THE tcol bax" and one read
"In THIS tcel box". The passage deals with FREDDIE, a bay the age of
the readers. A fair number of cur readers seem tc be rejecting the
possibility that a bay can possess a taal box since the result is to
lose the specific referent. At ancther point in the same story this
sequerice occurs:

J|Figure 2 Deictic Example from S51

I
I
1]
I

317 As he was eating, Freddie decided ta fix the clack.
318 Then the riext morning, his father would say, "Why, the
319 clock works after all!"And Freddie would say, "I fixed
32@ it, Father. It was easy."

321 There was only one thing wrong with THIS dream.

The phrase THIS DREAM in 1linz 321 refers to the imagired clock
fixing sequence which precedes it. Readers must infer that THIS DREAM
refers to the imagined sequence. Miscues on THIS in 321 e ITS,
THAT(c), THE 8(3c) and HIS S{ic). That means that 15 of 32 readers
read cne of these four words instead of THIS. Those who shift to THE
for THIS have reduced the cchesiveness of the resultant text. That
woeuld indicate some possible confusion over the reference. And indeed
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three of eight feel the rieed to self-correct.

Those who shift to HIS from THIS make the referent more
explicit, not just THIS DREAM but HIS(FREDDIE'S) DREAM. Only cone of
these 5 readers corrects. The reader who shifts toa ITS shows the same
motivation to increase specificity of reference but is less
successful. The THAT for THIS substitution turrns out toc be a
contextual syrncnym. Neither mesaning nor referentiality are affected.
All of these miscues and the related self-correcticrn patterns show
the text specific nature of a gereral corncern for text cchesion on
the part of these fourth grade pupils.

These deictic terms alsc interact with nrneominative and cbjective
pronouns, that is those i true noun text positions. Deictics can
take or proncur functions as these text examples from S51 shaw:

@411 "That wasn’t the schcocl bell," said Mrs. Miller.
@414-5 "That can’t be!

@721 "Naw what’s all this abcout, Elizabeth?" asked Father.
824-5 "After this we must make some allowance ...

The examples alsa show that the coreferernts for deictics in
prancun  positions tend not to be single wneouns which appear in the
prior text. Deictics tend to have externded cr text referernts.

There are these miscues irn the three texts:

S44 THESE foy» THEY THEM for THESE

851 WE for THAT THAT for HE IT for THAT
HE for THIS SHE fearr THIS THEM for THESE
IT fer THIS 6 miscues at S irstarces

853 ME for THIS HIM for THIS THIS fer 1

IT for THIS(Objective) 2 miscues at & instances
IT for THIS(Ncminative) THAT for YOU~Nomirnative
THAT feor THEY S miscues at 3 instarces

Only IT for THIS in 851 and SS53 ard THAT for THEY in S53 show
multiple miscues at multiple irnstarces. In any case the amcurnt ard
range cof proncoun miscues invelving deictics shows again  the readers
conicerrn with cchesiori.
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Table 3
Contractiaon/Pronicurs Miscues
S44 851 8553
F I F I F I
I for I'M 1 i 2 i 7 3 .
I'11 4 i 15 9
WE Tor WE'RE 4 e
WE'VE iz 3
YOU for YOU'RE 16 3 i 1
HE for HE®'S 9 1 i3 4
HE'D 2@ 3
IT for IT’S 7 i i8 6 z@ 2

I=Text instances F=Frequercy

Contractions and Pronouns

In our discussion above, we said that one factor ccould account
for why instances with nrominative proncuns as cbserved resporses for
cther text words exceed instances invalving substitutions for the
same proncuns as expected responses. This factor is the substitution
of proncuns for contractions compesed of those pronouns plus  BE
forms. These ccould alsc be viewed as oamissions of BE forms., Table 9
shcaws the figures from the three stories.

Our readers are exercising primarily dialect opticns, in these
miscues. Of our eight language groups scime show & tendency tco delete
BE farms in present ternse particularly where they are ccontracted.
That’s what they wculd tend to do in their oral language and that’s
what they tend to do in their reading. Had we ncot counted the dialect
miscues, the percent of all miscues which are proncoun--for—-proncun
would have increased considerably for nominative praoncuns.

There is some tenderncy ac the figures above show for this
phencmercri ta affect other non-Be form contracticns: WE® VE, HE?' D,
I'11. There alsc is a tendercy for contracticns to be substituted for
the PRONOUNS. There are 11 HE’S for HE substitutions at 9 instarces
and 12 IT'S fcrr IT substitutionzs at 3 instances in 853. These latter
may be over reactions toa the readers awareness of their tendercy ta
shift in the other directionm.
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Table 1@
Prcnoun/Congjunction Miscues
S44 551 833

i F I F 1 F 1
AND for 1 e 1 11 1Q
I fer And e 2
AND far YOU 1 1 2 1 1 1
AND for HE 13 3 S S
HE fcr AND 2 1 6 S
AND for SHE 2 2 e 1
SHE for AND 1 1
AND for IT 1 1
THEY Tar AND 1 1

Proncuns and Congunctians

In cur exemplary passage we showed miscues invalving pronouns
being substituted for conjuncticns and vice-versa. Every substitutiorn
is & simultanecus omissicn and insertion. In the case of proncuns
being interchanged with contracticns the apparent substitution is
really the exercise of twce different transformational coptions:
amission of a proncun and insertion of a congunction or vice versa.
If twco clauses are joined by AND and have the same subject then the
surface subgect of the seccond may be dropped. That creates a rill
anaphara. Conversely where the author has exercised that opticn  the
reader may choose the alternative deleting AND and irvserting the
prancurnn  in the subject position to complete the surface clause
structure.

Table 1@ shows the figures fcr AND/proncun  intercharnges in the
three texts. Ncte that all pronocuns invalved are naomirval; there are
no miscues invelving AND and objective or possessive proncouns. The
cptiary to delete the subgect of subsequent clauses in the same
sentences can only be exercised if it is identical with the subject
of the preceding clauses. That mearns the cocreferent is retrievable by
reversing the deletion rule.

In this study, the cnly other corngunctien invelved in miscues
with proncuns is 80. SO0 is replaced by SHE cnce each in 844 and S53.
It is replaced by HE once in S51.

Again, the range of pronouns and instances invalving this
conjunction—prarncurs  phencmencarn strongly support our contention that
cur subjects are exercising transformational rule opticns as  they
construct the text for themselves. It illustrates the interachion of
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syntactic and semantic cohesion factors and their use by the readers.

Prorouns and Prepasition/Particles

A maodest rnumber of the miscues produced on cur three texts
invelve pronouns being interchanged with prepesition/particles. We
use that classification because the set of words invelved can cccur
as either prepositions or as verb particles. The most common
preposition/particle involved in these miscues is IN:

S44 SHE for IN; IN for HER3; ITS far IN

S§51 IN for I; IN for IT(nom.) (6 miscues at 2 instances); IT for IN
IN for IT(abj.) (7 at 4 instances); IN for YOU

S53 I for IN {2 miscues at 2 instances); In for IT(nom.) (2 miscues at
2 instances); ME for IN; IN for ZT(cb3j.) (3 miscues at 3
instarces) ;

IN for YOU

Several miscues invalve TO:

S44 1 for TO

S51 HIS for TO; TO for HE; HE for TO

S33 TO for I (3 miscues at 3 instances); TO for YOU (2 miscues at
2 instances); YOU for TO; IT for TO; TO for IT

Other preposition-particles invalve only a few miscues:

AT-
851 IT for AT; AT for IT (both rieminative)
S53 HIS for AT

up-
S51 UP for US (2 miscues at 1 instance)
853 YOU fer UP; UP far US(4 miscues at 2 irnstances)

BY-
S53 BY for MY; MY for BY (3 miscues in 2 instarces)

WITH-
844 WITH for WE
§53 WE for WITH (2 miscues at 2 instances); WITH fcr HIS

Others—
§53 OUT far MY; OUT for OUR; FROM for MY; OF/HIS

Several +things standout in the examples above. Mast of these
miscues are scattered: that is they are single miscues at particular
instances. There are exceptions hawever, particularly invelving IT
and IN in S5581. As we've said to understand this it's necessary ta
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lock at specific text sequences involving these multiple miscues.

The prepcsitions IN, TO, and AT cccur relatively frequently in
the three texts. But some other prepositiorn—particles are alsc very
commen wWhich are not invelved in miscues with pronouns: OF, FOR, ON
for examples. It must be that the factars that produce intercharges
with proncuns are more complex than frequercy of cpportunity.

There is some graphic influence evident in these miscues: IN/IT
and UP/US miscues show this influerce. Again as we've said earlier
this influerice only cperates within the gereral syntactic and
semantic text constraints.

Other Non-preoncurn Substitutior Miscues

Besides the few categories of nor—proncuns interchanged with
proncuns discussed above, there are scme scattered miscues irvolving
ather types of wards.

A few words occur at least partly because of graphic similarity
toe particular pronouns:

THERE/THEY IS/IT MAY/MY OH/0UR WERE/WE FOUR/YOUR
HERE/HER HOW/WHO BE/HE USE/US HIT/IT WERE/WE'RE

Scme of the above examples alsc have scme syrtactic relaticrnship
e. g HOW/WHDO. Others invelve camplex phonclogical relaticrships in cne
or more dialects, such as THERE/THEY, or HIT/IT.

But & lot of these scattered substitutions are wnot s much
related to the woerds that are replaced as to samethirng else in  the
surroundirng text. Examples are shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3 Contextual Influernce Examples from S52

LITTLE
@512 "The typical baby. That®*s 1IT.

@S2z Typical, that's it, typicall.
@523 The typical baby!"
@S24 "Yes, sir." I said.
@525 He placed his had cn my shculder. "You know, " he
. IT(6)
@526 said, "I think you may have HIT orn a gold mine, my bcy."

Iri the first example above a subject substitutes LITTLE for IT,
which is a semantically appropriate predicticn. In the secord
example, € readers are led tc expect a pattern of use of IT arnd
substitute HAVE IT for HAVE HIT, changirng HAVE from auxiliary tc a
transitive verb in the process. Only one corrects.
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Omissions and Insertions af Prancuns

===7‘.=================== - 3+ 1 3+ 1 3+ 33
Table 11
Omissions and Inseriicons of Proncurns
Omissions Insertions
544 851 883 S44 St1 853
F I F I F I F I F I F I
Nominativey
I 2 2115 1@ S 4
WE 1 1 4 3
You 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2
HE 13 11 z 2 9 S
SHE 4 3 3 2 2 1 1 1
IT 4 3 2 2 4 3 1 1 1 1
THEY | 3 3 1 1 1 1
Objective:
ME 1 1 5 2 1 1
us a 2
You & S 4 3
HIM 2 2 2 2 3 >
t HER 3 2
IT 21 7111 7]
THEM 9 1
Possessive:
MY 1 1 a8 6 1 1
OUR 1 1 i 1
YOUR 2 2 6 3 1 1
HIS 12 9 1 1 1 1111 4
HER 2 2 1 1
ITS 1 1
THEIR
Totals 18 15 |62 37} 84 52 2 2117 12 jza 18
== 3 4] —~+—4—1 34— —— =+ 3t 3+ + 4

Table 11 shows omissions and insertions of pronouns by readers
of the 3 texts. While not as numercus as ther substitutions, they
represent interestirng aspects of the text-reader transcctions and
help ta round out our understarding of readers® pm cessing of
pronourns.

Omissions of pronouns are considerably more commern in the 3
texts than insertiocns. In the general data that this study is based
ony  about 10X of miscues are word level omissiors while about 4% are
werd level insertions. (Goodman and Geodmar, 1978, P 4-117).
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Marny cmissicns and insertioné are single miscues at particular

text paints. But there are multiple identical examples of bath types
of miscues irnn the three texts.

Past miscue research has showr that cmissiorr miscues are of two

types, deliberate and non—deliberate. Deliberate omissions are
deliberate in twa senses. They are intentional and cornscicus. Eut
they are alsc deliberate in the sewnse that they result from

deliberation, thinking about what to do. (Goodmarn and Gallasch, 198@).
It is hard tao imanine a deliberate miscue o a proncun since

deliberate miscues irnvclve some uncertainty abocut the word in
context. Rather both omissions and insertions of proncurns seem to be
the product of processing the text ard gerierating alternate

structures in which pronouns may be cmitted or inserted. Figure 4
shaws some structures involving possessives from 551 illustrate one
type of omission and irnsertiorn in which possessive proncuns are
syntactically aptional and the author and reader may chocose to make
reference more or less explicit:

Figure 4 Onmission and Inserticr Examples from S51

@
204-5 ...Just like YOUR Uncle August
@
211 HIS father usually called him Tinker because he laved
HIS
212 to tirker with/ machines, tocls and chemicals.
HIS @
312 Freddie didn't mind/ being compared with HIS Urncle...
@
318 Thern the rext morning, HIS father would say...
YOUR (8)
322-3 Freddie krew his mother wcoculd say, "Just like / UNCLE
@
4@7 That rnight Freddie dreamed that HIS teacher was
HIS
428 talking angrily to / Father.
YOUR (2) @
@2 ..."You're just like / Uncle Charles. MY brother Charles...
@ (4,1c)
508 He was making arn electric bell as a surprise for HIS mcther.

@=cmitted text word / indicates point of irsertion

Tee a certain extent this pattern is partly a respornse to the
authar/editor style of 851. There are far fewer examples in S44 o
S53 because such structures are rnct present toc the same degree.

S44 HIS
1@7-8 Jack Jores always went arcund ivn / overalls or a sun suit.
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553 (3, 1c)
1@5-6 He helped MY mother with her ccat...
@
226-7 we get a good education in our school
a{2)
4@8-3 Well, wmy idea wculd be for you to choose a baby for YOUR TV
programs.

Very few of these irsertions or omissions are corrected. That's
because they dor't usually make a difference tc the mearning of the
text since the reference of the possessive is strongly implicit
anyway.

One thing that contributes ta these miscues is the use of terms

1like FATHER, MOTHER and UNCLE as proper nouns in stories for

children. Readers, by supplying determirers cr proncuns or deleting
them produce a shift from common ta  proper nouns and the reverse. A
related phencmerarn in S44 is the name of the kittern which is Kitten
Jones. There are na pronocun  insertions before KITTEN but there are
several inserticns of A cr THE particularly wheri KITTEN is used alaore
as the rname withaout JONES.

A, THE
6@1-2 "It was on the roll next to the picture of / KITTEN.

THE(2)
6@5 "/Kitten tock that picture!

Same aomissicns of proncuns accur iv particular text structures
where they are possible but not essential ir the surface structure:

553 a(4)
213-4 "it helps ME to remember word definiticns...

a{)
615 And HE gave me a big wirik.

1007 I stccd by the crib and cperned
a(6)
1228 the dicticnary. I aperied IT to the S's.

551 (5 a{2-1c)
815 Mrs. Miller smiled (AT THEM) arnd ther SHE said something..

S44 @(c)
413-4 1'11 have to turn IT to the riext ore.

@{z~1 uc)
708~3 "1 give HER this pretty round ball
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Some insertions are similarly optional in particular contexts:

553 YOu(2)

»407 Now / see here!

my
6@4 my mother and / father

5§51 ME
406 Please nass / the cleack

Mast of these pronoun omissions and insertions, 1like the
previcus group, do not get self-corrected. That's because they are
optiorial and there is no disconfirmation toa conflict with the
reader's construction.

There are scme other cmissions which leock similar but do cause a
change irvi meaning. These tend to be corrected mere than the earlier
examples:

a3 2{4~-1c)
S51 215-6 I want YOU to save half your allcwarice for IT each week.

' {2c)
315-6 "Mr. Barnaby will see YOU if ycu come aver right away."

a{9-6c)
4@02~-3 he returned IT to his parents’ rcam

6@9-1@ After winding the wire arcund the bottem of the
@{4-3c)
bulb, he taped IT in place.
up(2c)
553 a{7-3c)
813 At the stationn Mr. Barnaby rushed US intc the studic.

1121 Somecone stuck some papers into Mr. Rarnaby’s limp
@a{2c)
1122 hand, and IT made me feel gcod to see him get cortrol...

There are a few inserticns like these cmissicys:
853 YOU{luc), HIM{1)
S12 "let me see / nicw. "

I(1)
12 Then / doen’t think of it as baby sitting.

In each case in the abcove groaup the resultant structure makes
some sense, but the readers tend to get some kind of discenfirmatiar
and correct.
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Another set: of pronoun omissiorn miscues produce syrtactically
unacceptable structures. They result from some kird of non—-productive
transfarmatiorn: Here are examples from ocne of cur texts.

§51 @) @<1)
228 HE thought happily. 385 I knew IT was Freddie's fault.

@a(ic)
41@ Freddie told his parernts about IT at breakfast.

@{ic)
416 YOU what? Mr. Miller asked angrily.

2{1c)
521 When Freddie tcld how HE had fixed the clecck...

S22 Freddie, trying to think, locked up at the small wirdow
@(2-1c, 1uec)
523 abewve the cleset docr. HE had arn idea!

Must of these unacceptable miscues are isclated sirngle miscues
by crie reader at ore text paint. Overt correcticr or them is mixeds
some are corrected but scme are not.

Pronours for Proncurn Miscues

Table 12
Same Case Vs Total Praoncu,., Substitutiowm Miscues
Story ] S44 SG1 853 Tatal
Nominative
Same 29 74 =37 336
Total 35 aa =251 IEE:
Per Cent 71. 4 92.5 94, 4 21.8
Possessive
Same & 4 31 41
Total i6 19 i) 97
Per Cenrt 37.5 2t.1 o6, 4 45.6
Objective -+ ===
Same S & 36 47
Tatal 8 13 45 25
Per Cent 62.95 46, 2 8a.a 71.2
Same 36 84 304 44
Total 59 112 351 oo
Per Cerit 61.@ 7. @ 86.6 81.¢2

Table 12 shows the very strorg terndercy for miscues that invoive
pranours for proncun substituticon to stay withir the same case. That
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-means.- they- 4wvelve changes in  persaon, gender or numbes. The

percernitages increase, coverall, fram grade to grade. S44 shews ©1% af
proncaurn for pronoun miscues are substitutions of same rase proncuns,
851 shaws 75% and 853 shows 86%. Over 8@% of miscues in the three
texts are same cas2 substitutions.

All three texts show the highest rate of same cas@
substitutions for nominative proncuns and the lowest for possessives.
In fact, possessive proncuns show almest as high a rate of nominative
substitutions as possessive, 44% for the thyree texts combired.
Largely this is due tc substitutiornn of rominatives for possessives
when the possessive is the first werd i a senterice or clause.

The data fram this study da not completely support the
conclusion that this is a develaopmertal phericmerion. The figures Foe
possessive and objective proncuns show higher same cese percentages
for 844 than for 851. It i1s possible alsc that the high figures for
S§53 result from shifts between first aid third person proncuns
relating to the high rate of first person proncune in that story.

Irn any case this high rate of staying withirn the same case means
very strong grammatical oconstraints o all  readers! inferences and
predictions since such miscues maintain the syntactic structure even
when they shift referent.

Same Case Proncurs Substituticns

Since most proncun—pronour substituticrns stay within the same
case it feollows that miscues often invelve shifts in person; gender
and number within the same case. These shifts are guite broad in the
readings of cur three texts; almost every proncurn was substituted Fooe
every cother ore in the same case at 1least orice by scne reader. In
general, however, the shifts in perscrn, gender and rnumber raflect the
relevant features o«f the particular text arnd of particular text
sequences,

In 833, with its first person narraticn, there are these shifts
betweernn first and third person: b

HE fer I (32 AT 22 instances); I for HE (25 at 21 irnstances)
HE for WE (47 at 7)3 WE for HE (18 at 13);IT ferr I (7 at 6);
I for IT (23 at 4)3; HIS for MY (5 at 4)3HIM for ME (23 at 7);
ME for HIM (4 at 2)

First persci~-third perscrs shifts are much less commen in  the
aother twa textss :

SS1-
WE fcrr HE (5 at 2 instances); HE for WE (5 at 2); IT for I
(11 at 3); I for IT (3 at 3)
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S44—~
SHE fer WE (2 at 1 instance)

Some phénomena, such as the HE/I shifts in the reading, cccur at
many instances of these pronouns ir the three texts. But, as these
figures alsac show, it is common for several readers to substitute the
same pronoun at a particular instarce. This demonstrates the
transactive nature of proncun reference. In these cases several
readers have used the same text features to assign an  alternate
referent and then produced a pronoun appropriate ta  the referent.
Figure 5 shows examples fram the text of S53:

Figdre 5 Examplés of Prorncurs Reference Shifts freom S53

2@7 My baby brother Andrew made a few silly baby scunds
228 and begars to cry.

HE(2, 2c)
203 "Philoscaphical!” I shouted. "Go ahead and cry! Cry
I1(17, 8w YOU(3)
21@ all YOU want ta! IT wor’t disturb ME'"
HIM(E)
317 Mr. Barwraby was a very busy mar. As the lady led ™E
HE (5)
318 toward HIS office, SHE said, "Mr.Barnaby is a very busy man."
HE(1)
328 "I have an idea focr a TV program,” I said.
421 "Splendid! Splendid!" HE said, putting the tips of HIS

HE () YOU(1)
422 fingers togethe: and rnodding his head. WE could put it
423 on between nine arnd ter on Thursdays ...

527 Where can I see this baby brother of yours?®
HE (3, 2¢)
528 "Well, HE’s home a lot," I said.
HIM(D)
641 Mr. Barnaby frowned and glared at ME.
HIS(Z, 2c)
611 My. Barnaby talked scme more with MY folks.

712 Wheri the day came at last, MY mother dresced Andrew
HE(2, 1c) @(1) HE(17, 4c)
713 i a riew cutfit. I stocd looking dowr at HIM wheys WE were
WE (2, 1c)
714 almost ready to go. HE really was a pretty good kidj; 1
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The first example above illustrates well the -pherncmena of
assigrmert of proncun reference . On line 2@7 and 2@8 the theme is
strongly the baby, Andrew. Andrew is the subject of both clauses and
a rull deletionn is used in the second clause; further the theme of
the follawing two senterices with three imperative verbs is still the
baby(represented by YOU ir deep structure). Twc subjects substitute
HE for I an line 2@9 indicating that they have mairtained the same
theme requiring a shift to a third persors proancoun.  But both
sel f-correct, perhaps because babies who cry and make "SILLY EABY
SOUNDS" den’t shout. On lirne 21@, 17 of the 32 subjects substitute I
for IT. In the dialcgue carrier, I SHOUTED, the theme has shifted to
the first person narrator and the readers expect that to continue.

The facts that I and IT are similar graphically and that I is a
commen way ta start a senternce support and appear to confirm  the
readers' expectatiarns. Furthermcre there is no text antecedert ncur
which is coreferential with IT. Rather IT is ccreferential with thes
crying of the baby which is not rnominalized in the published text at
all. All this is further complicated by the fact that L is sequerice
cccurs  in dialogue, in which the pronouns relate ta the alternating
rales of characters in a sp2ech act. That in turn is made more
complex by the fact that pragmatically the author/narrator/bipg
brother is not really heolding a conversation with the 8 month  old
baby whe car’t talk yet.

Three of the subjects wha substitute I alsc go on to substitute
YOU for ME thus making the sernterce plausible and cortextually
acceptable, both syntactically and semantically. Nere of these three
subgects correct either miscue but 8 of the others ceorrect their
substitution of I for IT, showing the ability tc shift the referent,
nat simply correct the word.

The subjects have shawry through their miscues, the complexities
of assigrment of refererce to proncuns. The essential assumpticn of
miscue analysis is that miscues are produced in the same way and
using the same .nformation as expected responses. Sc the 1S suajects
wha produced IT here as expected did that in the same way as those
whao miscued and produced I. Most subjects at most instarces of every
proncuys are successful  in producing the expected response. Both the
miscues and the absernce of miscues demcornistrate the cornstructive
transactive nature of reading.

In lire 317, 6 subjects produce HIM rather tharn ME. Five
subjects do the same irn 6@1. There are two cther places in the story
where 4 or O subjgects substicuted HIM forr ME, In each case there are
frequent uses of third perscon arntecedernts in the text and wrily an
cccasicnal first persorn referernce to  the narrator. The only multiple
miscue shift in the copposite direction occurs in this sequernce:
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S ME(3, 1)
1119-21 I saw that MY mocther was smiling breadly. "It serves HIM
HE (11, 2c)
right for calling a child of MINE typical," SHE said.

Irn the example abave, there are a series of first person
referernces preceding the third perscors HIM.

This tendercy to maintain referent from pricr thematic nouns and
previours  evers whenn the refererce shifts shaows’ alsc in line 318
(HE/SHE), 402 (HE/WE), S28 (HE/I), 611 (HIS/MY), 713 (HE, I) ard
(HE/WE) and 714 (WE/HE).

In & cases abave, the assigrment of reference is complicated by
the use of WE. In lirne 4@2, WE is the ngereral WE that refers
excphorically to the staff of the TV station. There is no pricr use
of such a reference. The WE in 713 vaguely refers to a ccllection of
pecple including the narrator. Again there is noe prioer referernce to
this particular ccllectior. This is not unccmmon with plurals though
it is conplicated wher the plwral is first person.

First ard Second Persorn Shifts

There is cre subestituticorn of YOU for WE in lirne 402 (above), as
well as the VYQU/ME substituticoris discussed earlier. That sart of
interchange of first and second perscn proncuns in dialogue might be
expected since the same characters may be referred to by either
proncurs ivn  the same sequerce, depending on roles in the speech act.

} Shifts betweerr first and second person proncuns may represernt shifts
of refererce. Orn the other hand they may represernt maintaining
refererice arnd assigning dialcgue or actions to different characters
in the text. First/second person shifts, as expected, are more common
in 8553, the first person sixth grade text. They are alsc mostly
sirngle substitutions at particular instances.

Figure 6 Examples of First/Seccrd Perscrn Shifts in 553
YOUR (2)
. 5@7 "Ycu may be right. Wouldr't wart teo imperil OUR gocd will.
WE (2)
508 "Arnd o YOU ccould just pick my little brother," I said.
YOu<2)

516 "Sure," I said. "WE cculd take some moving pictures
517 of HIM when HE's at HIS best."

YOu (3, 2c)
518 "Necrisernse, MY boy, " M-, Barnaby said. "If WE do this,
519 IT will be a live show., Live, bay, live!"
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Figure 6 shaws scme shifts that inveive multiple miscues in &
sequence which is part of the same externded cornversation begun in 328
and 4@1 above. In the examples irn Figure 6, particularly in 528 and
516, it turns ocut to make about as much serse to shift as to maintain
the referent. With referernts moving back and ferth in this lengthy
conversation it’s not surprising that there are multiple subject
shifts at these pcaints.

Second and Third Persorn Shifts

Shifts in pronouns between second and third perscon are scattered
except in a few instarnces. They are found in all three steries but
are more fregquent in S51 and S8S3.

Two examples come at points where dialague has just ended:
851 YOou (=)
211-2 IT wasn’t Andrew's fault that I had to stay home with HIM

553 EROTHER
811 "I never thought HE was typimal!" MY MOTHER said. There

(2 HIS(1c), 2 YOUR, 1 OUR(c), 1 THE(c), HEPRE(c)
812 was pride in HER voice.

The second example is curicus since it shows miscues invealving
three cther possessive proncuns as well as THE and HERE. One subject
substitutes BROTHER forr MOTHER and thernn HIS for HER. All  ~f the
miscues but that HIS and the twc YOUR substituticons are corrected.

Shifts in Gender

Shifts in gender, such as the HIS/HFR example just abcve, are
explicitly represented in third person masculirne and feminine
proncuns. In the three texts these cccur:

— o —— T T T T T T e e e e et e ey e e e e o e e ey e e v ot e e et

Table 13
Shifts in Praorncours Gerder
S44 8ol 853
F I F I = I
HE for SHE 1 1 1@ 7 17 4
SHE for HE 1 1 7 4
HIS fcr HER 2 1
HER for HIS 1 1 = = 1 :
—4— p—g—~4 T N ol T ==
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Gender sh fts are few in number except for HE/SHE, SHE/WHE
substitutions in SS1 and 853. It's interesting that with
praparticnately more feminine proncuns ivn 544, there are few gevnder
shifts.

Line 318 of 853, shaowri at the begirining of this secticyi has &
HE/SHE substitutions. Line 1121 of the same text, alsc abave, shans
11 HE/SHE substitutions at a single text point. There are anly &£
corrections for all 16 miscues. SHE anly otcurs 3 times in  the whale
text. The third cccurrerce has a single HE/SHE miscue and an IT
substitution. The very fact that SHE ccours sc seldom partly explains
the shifts to fE which is much more predictable, if only because of

its frequercy in the text.

This example frcm S51 hcowever demonstrates that expectatiorns are
alsc set up by the immediately preceding text:

S11 When Freddie ran up from the cellar, HE heard HIS

G912 sister's voaice calling, "Freddie! Freddie!"
SHE(S)

513 "Where are YOU?" HE shouted.

In this sequence of dialaogue, it'’s easy to lase who is saying
what. By shiftirg from HE toa SHE the readers have alsc put "WHERE ARE
YOU?" intc the sister’s mouth:"Freddie! Freddie! Where are you?" SHE
shouted.

There are a number of shifts involving IT as subject or cbject
and other proviouns of the same case. We've already lccked at IT/1,
I/1T examples. There are examples among the three texts of IT
substituticns alse for WE, HE, SHE, YOU, ME; Substitutions for IT
irclude WE, HE, SHE, YOU.

The enly relatively j.umercus examples besides the 1/1t, IT/1
substitutions are those invalvinmg HE and IT. IT for HE cccurs 6 times
in 851 and 13 in 853. HE for IT cccurs 11 *+imes in S51 and 7 in SG53.

In the excerpt we discussed irn detail early in this paper From
S5l (p 17) a point cccurved un line 611 where W' as substituted for
IT 7 times. In that irnstance the readers expect .ne serntence subject
to remain FREDDIE and the verb TOUCHEL tc have an animate subject.

In 853 these sequerices relating to the baby cccurs:
1IT(3)
729 HE seemed to like the history lessons, tac, but HIS favarite
712 was the dicticnary.

81@ "This baby is rct typical.”"
IT(3 brother
811 "I rniever thought HE was typicall!" my mother said.
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In these cases the subjects don't shift referernt. They shift the
proncun from masculine to neuter, something dorne often in refer-ing
ta babies.

Line 811 shows a substitution of BROTHER for MOTHER. Multiple
examples of this occur at several other points in S53:

brother (5, 3c)
624 After he'd talked ta my mother and father
brather(7, 3c)
712 When the day came at last, my mother dressed Arndrew

This BROTHER/MOTHER substitution demoristrates that shifts in
reference can involve nouns as well as proncuns. The graphic
similarity is certainly a factor here, but there are rc substituticns
of MOTHER for BROTHER at arny point in  the text. That supperts the
conclusion that the same inferential factors are invelved in this
shift of referent as in the proncurn shifts.

A similar phencmencn cccurs with interchanges of BARY, BRROTHER,
and BOY, all terms with the same referent at varicus poirts in the
reader’s text:

baby (4, 1c)
614 You know, this boy of yaours is quite a busiressman.

Number Shifts

There are shifts in rnumber, alsa, among the examples above.
These occur both within person(I/WE, MY/OUR, HE/THEY, HIM/THEM,
HER/THEIR) and across perscns (HE/WE WE/IT, HIS/OUR). Most of these
miscues i our three texts are scattered. The rictable exceptions are
the HE for WE (47 miscues at 7 instarces) and WE for HE (18 at 15
instances) which coccur in SS3 and were cited abave. That demornstrates
again that the frequency of these miscues is text specific relating
to the gereral characteristics of particular texts and the specific
characteristics of specific text passages.

Correction

We?ve menticred in previcus discussions that rates of correction
of pronoun miscues vary considerably deperding on  a rniumber of textual
and contextual factors. Scme specific prorncurn miscues are corrected
because of particular characteristics of the surrcunding context;
others are corrected or rict corrected disproporticrately because of
gerieral characteristics of reader-text trarsactions invelving such
miscues. In this section we’ll examine corrections of prancun miscues
locking for these general factors which are invalved.
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Table 1
PRONOUN CORRECTIONS IN THE THREE TEXTS#*

Story 544 551
c N % c N %
Naminative 2@ 95 21 39 109 =25
Possessive 14 47 30 | 23 81 &5 | 85 #8393 23
Obgjective 6 18 33 24 81 3e

=6 188 29

Tatals 4@ 16@ 25 86 327 26 |314 1162 27

% for all miscues 2a 21 21

= —-— ===

*includes miscues ivn which pronouns are expected
resporises.
C=Corrections N=Number of Miscues %=Percent corrected

As Table 14 shows, about orne faurth of all proncu miscues in
the three stories are corrected. This is notably higher than the
coverall correction rates for all miscues in the three stories, which
is claser ©to 20X, This higher rawe of correcticn may indicate a
tendency ta predict reference from pricr context and correct from
follawing context. In any case aur sibjects shcocwed more correction in
all three texts for pronoun miscues than general miscues. The effect
is actually more sharply different than it seems because the percent
for all miscues includes pronouns.

Tables 135, 16, and 17 show more detailed information on
correntions for the three cases of prancuns: nominative, possessive,
and objective. They alsc shaw correcticns of miscues invelving
substitutions for or omissicons of text prorncouns and miscues invelving
substitutions by pronouns for other non-proncun text words and
insertions of pronouns in the text.
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Table 15
CORRECTIONS OF MISCUES INVOLVING NOMINATIVE PRONOUNS

e o e e o e e mae e mae

- = = - = -

Story S44 5§51 8§53 Total
C¥ N % €C N *»! C N % C N %

For nominative pronocurns by other proncuns

Noeminativg 3 25 12 28 74 38p 61 237 &6] 92 336 27
Possessive 4 1@ 4@ 1 S Za 1 3 11 &6 24 &5
Objective | @ @ @ @ 1 @ @ 1 @ @ 2 Q@
Other @ @ @ @ @ @ @ 4 @ @ 4 @
Provncun Total | 7 35 2@ {29 8@ 36| 62 251 25} 28 366 &7
For naminative praonouns by Neni—pronouns
Contract. [ @ 16 @ @ 8 @y 12 S4 22| 12 78 15
Deternmirery 7 1@ 7@ 3 19 16} 22 37 59 32 66 48
Conjunct. | @ S @ a 21 @ 1 19 S 1 4% &
Prepasit. | 1 2 Sa @ 8 @ 1 S 2a 2 15 13
Other 4 16 &5 4 9 44 8 25 32} 16 S@ 3
Omission 1 11 3 3 1a 3@ 8 34 24| 12 S5 gz
Noari—P. Total (13 6@ 22 1@ 75 i3] S2 174 3@} 75 3@39 24
Combin. Toctal (2@ 93 21 |39 155 25114 425 227|173 675 &6

—_ —_——sSEa==s [I=== Ectrt—

Substitutions by Namirnative Proncuns Fer Non—Prorcuns
Cantract. | @ 12 @ @ 6@ @ 1 43 2 1 115 1
Determiren 4 1@ 4@ 1 11 9 9 19 47) 14 44 35
Conjunct. | 1 4 25 1 4 25 &6 15 4@ 8 83 35
Praposit. | 1 2 GSe 1 3 33 S 11 45 7 16 44
Other 4 17 @ 2 S 4@ 14 28 S| 22 sS@ 4@
Insertion] @ 1 @ @ S @ @ 14 Q@ a z2a @

Neri—P. Tatal |[1@

46 22 - &8 6| 35 13@ 27{ S& =64 19
s s S s T s s e s e e e s s s e _-= ——ib: —_—

#C=Number successfully corrected Neri—P=Ncwi—-prornours
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Table 16

B

Correction of Miscues Invelving Pcossessive Prancuns
Story S44 S51 883 Total
c N % i c N % c N % c N %
For possessive pronouns by other pronouns
Nominativep 4 7 574312 15 B8a 9 18 S@}1 25 4@ 63
Possessivel 2 6 33 Q@ 4 Q 5 31 16 7 41 17
Objective |@ 2 @ @ @ ] 2 S 4@ 2 7 29
Other 1 1 1@ Q Q @ @ 1 @ 1 2 Sa
Pronoun total |7 16 44 |12 19 63|16 55 29|35 9@ 39
For possessive pronouns by non—pronouns
Contract. @ @ @ o 2 @ 1 1 10 1 3 33
Deictic @ 3 @ 3 6 5@ 2 3 67 S 12 42
Determniner|5 18 28 S 42 12|23 61 381t 33 121 &7
Congunct. |@ @ @ @ @ ] 2 6 33 2 6 33
Preposit. |@ 2 @ @ @ Q 2 8 25 2 1a Pp@
Other 4 6 17 1 7 14 2 8 &5 4 21 19
Omissicn 1 2 Ga 2 15 13 @ 9 @ 3 26 12
Nar—P., Total 7 31 23 |11 72 15132 96 33 5@ 199 =5
Combin. Tetal 14 47 3@ |23 91 25 |48 151 32 |85 =283 g~
= =% ==homm===m=====
Substitutions by pcssessive pramouns fecr rion—pronouns
Contract. @ @ @ @ 2 Q@ @ 4 @ Q@ 6 @
Deictic @ 1 @ 1 7 14 @ = @ 1 12 i@
Determiner|@ 7 @ @ 17 ] 2 56 4 2 8a 3
Cangunc, @ @ @ 1 1 10@ @ @ @ 1 1 10@
Prepcasit. j@ 1 @ @ @ @ 3 9 33 3 1a Z@
Other 3 7 43 U 7] @111 24 46 {14 31 45
Insertion (@ 1 @ 1 19 S 1 3 33 2 &3 9
Non—P. Total 3 17 18 L 3 46 7 117 98 17 |23 161 14
=== = P - st m=m====== ==
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Table 17
Correction of Miscues Invalving Objective Praoncuns
Stary 544 551 553 Total
e N % c N % c N % c N %
For cabjective pronouns by other proncuns
Nominativeg @ 1 Q@ @ 1 @ 1 & 5@ i 4 25
Possessivel @ 1 @ 4 S 8a 2 7 &89 & 13 46
Objective | 1 S 2n 2 &6 33 7 326 13 |1@a 47 2
Other @ 1 @ 1 1 100 @ @ @ 1 = S0
Proncurs Total | 1 8 13 7 13 54 1@ 45 22 |18 66 27
By cbjective pronouns by norn—-praoncuns
Contract. [ @ @ @ @ 2 2 @ 1 @ @ 1 2
Determiner| 1 2 5@ 3 16 356 & 8 75|16 26 62
Congunc. 1 1 1@ 1 1 12@ @ @ @ 2 S 1@
Preposit 1 2 BS@ 1 11 3 3 8 38 5 21 24
Other 1 1 100 1 3 33 @ & @ 2 1@ =@
Omission 1 4 25 5 37 14 7 31 23 i3 7& 18
Neri—P Total S 1@ S@ |17 68 25 |16 5S4 3@ 38 132 29
Combired Tctallt 18 33 |24 81 3@ |26 939 &6 |56 188 £8

Bubstitutions by cbjective proncuns for rien—proncurs

Corntract., @ 1 @ @ @ @ @ @ @ @ i @
Determirer|i 3 33 @ 2 ] =z 2 102 3 7 43
Corngunct. |@ @ @ @ 1 @ @ il & @ 1 @
Prepasit @a 1 @ @ 2 a 2 2 1@a 2 S 4@
Other Q@ 2 ] @ 4 Q@ 2 1a z22 Z 16 13
Irnsertion |@ @ @ @ 7] @ i 7 14 1 7 14
Nern—-P Total 1 7 @ 9 @ 7 21 33 8 37 2=

14
____=___':=__-‘=d§. — === b4 = =

Bubstitutions of pronouris within the same case for each cther
shcw average or below average for proncurn correction. 27% of the
nominative-rominative substitutions are corvrected, 217% o  the
cbjective-cbjective substitutions are corrected and 17% of the
poessessive-possessive miscues are corrected. These rates are guite
interesting since such substitutions maintain serterce syntax while
shifting reference. The h: jher rate of correcticrn for rominatives may
indicated the readers greate~ corncern for their thematic rale in the
senterices.

As we've said earlier proncuns substituted for  other prowcuns
tend te stay within the same case. The wajor exception is ihe
substitution of nominative proncuns for possessives (Table 15). There
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are 4@ such wmiscues in the three texts, almest matching the 41
poessessives substituted for possessives. But 63% of these nominatives
are corrected. Most of the substitutiorns ccoccur in positicrns where the
possessive is the first word in a senterce or clause. These appear to
reflect readers predictionn of nominative proricuns which are then
disconfirmed by the focllowing text. Here’s an example:

@326 everr Uncle Oscar couldn’t keep Freddie from enjoying
) he{4, 3c)

@327 the momert wheri his parernts discovered wha had fixed
@328 the alarm.

Virtually all examples of this phenamencon invelve HE/HIS,
YOU/YOUR, or WHO/WHOSE. The prediction of a nominative proncun  is
prabably supperted by the graphic similarity of the nrominative and
pessessive farms{as compared to WE/OUR, SHE/HER, AND I/mMY.

There are a mcdest riumber of possessive for rnomivative
substitutions, but only 25% of those are corrected.

Scme types of miscues produce nctably few corrections. One such
is the substitution of riamiriative proncuns for corntractiors discussed
earlier. Only one of 115 such miscues was cocrrected. These miscues
are virtually all substitutions of the HE/HE’S, I/I'M, YOU/YOW’RE
type which ccould alsc be seen as omissiorn «f BE forms. As  we
sugoested earlier they all invelve particular language groups within
cur study. The almost total lack of correction strorgly supperts the
view that these miscues are consistent with the dialect of Eriglish
spckers by the readers whao have nc need to correct them.

There are some copposite types of miscues where cartracticons are
substituted for the proncuns. In only ore story, 553, are there
corrections, 22%. These mastly invalve IT'S for IT and HE'S  for HE.
Scme may invalve an cver-compensation for the readers’ awarerness of
their terdericy to omit BE forms iv corntractians.

Arncther phencmencrr invelving loew correction  percents is  what
appear tc be substitution of congunctions for nominative proncuns or
vice-versa. As was explairned above, these actually invalve
transformatiorns in parallel clauses with the same supject. Only ore
of 45 conjunction for proncun miscues was corrected. Sever of 23
pravicurt for corngunction substituticns (3@%) were corrected. While
most of the congurction for proncurns miscues invelve AND, several of
the proncun  for conguncticon miscues ivvelve AS and IF and these
figure in more of the correctians.

Deternminers interact with all three proncurn cases but  shew
different patterns of correction. 48% of determiners substituted feor
neminatives are corrected. For cbjective prorncuns 62% are correctecd
but for possessives the figure is 27%4. These figures shew that
differert pherncmera are invelved. When determirers are substituted
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for nonminative or objective proncuns the readers would expect a moun
to fellaw to complete a noun phrase. Whernm a nour does rmict faollow the
prediction 1is disconfirmed leading to self-coarrecticn, Wher
determiners are substituted for possessives the roun phrase is left
in tact and only the possible lass of more explicit refererce would
cue & correction.

Insertions af all three proncun cases accur. There is little or
na correction of such insertions. There are omissions of all three
cases as well. Correctiorn of all three cases is belcw average for
pranourn miscues, with possessives having the lowest rate, 12%4. A lass
o a possessive may or may not result in a loss of cchesion  or
reference depending ov the specific text seguence.

Te sum up the insights inmto pronoun miscue corvection, nore of
the figures are surprising. Ceorrecticrs is a somewhat camplex
phencmency, as past miscue studies have showr. {(Gocdmar  and
Goodmary, 1978) In gerneral, readers correct whern they have made miscues
vwhich disrupt the camprehensibility of the text. Scmetimes they will
correct evernn if the miscues don'’t da that if there is obviocus
disconfirming informaticn in the text or 1if they are highly cauticus
readers.

Some general phercomeria stimulate a high rate of correctiorn. Some
account  for an  urusually low rate of correcticrn. And specific
contexts carn explairn most of the patterrns that deviate frowm these
trernds. Al1 this is consisternt with what we kriow about cerrections.
They tend tc cccur at points where readers realize they are recessary
to produce meaningful text.
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Summary of Findirgs

The patterns we've found irn examining the use of proncuns  in
three texts through the miscue patterrns of readers strangly

supparted the transactional thecry we’ve set forth at  the beginning
of this report.

The authors and editcrs of these basal reader stcrries have used
proncuns follewing a rule of econcmy that requires that ald ,
infaormation rot be redurdarntly represerted arnd that proncuns be used !
wherever passible in noun pcsitions except where the resulting text
would be ambiguous. About a third of the werds irv all three stories
are nouns and about a third of those ncur positicons are filled by
proncuns.  Roughly 1@%X of the rurnn.vmg words in the steories are
pronocuns. Possessive prancuns add twe to three percerit more., They
comprise about ore fourth of the ncurn medifiers iv the texts.

Specific - text frotors strongly influerce %the chaice ard
distributicn -«f proncuns. Ore text, (6563, sixth grade) tcld in first
persariy, has the highest percent of proncuns and the lcwest percert
of proper rouns. S44, cur second grade text has a much higher

proporticon of faminire pronouns because it has more praminent female
characters.

While abcut equal .umbers of ncuns cccur in the three texts as
subjects arnd cbjects, proncuns cccur in subject pcasitions tree times
as often as they do in cbject pasiticns. That supports  the concept
that proncuns ofter appear when a particular moun remains thematic
aver a series of clauses. It does not seem to be distance from a

coreferential ncun but referential ambiguity which has the greatest
influence aver use of proncuns.

Though the texts examirned were desigriated for second, fourth and
sixth grades respectively, the proeparticons  of proncuns and rarge of
use were more alike than different in the three texts. Differernces
were functicns more of cast of characters, perscn, ard style than
maturity of intended audience.

Only third person proncuns were likely +to have specific
co-referential rnouns which either preceded cr fcllewed ive the text.
First and second persorn proncuns cccurred mest ofter in dialcgue and
their refererts changed deperding on the rcles of characters in the
speech act. IT and deictics 1like THIS and THAT «fters had
instituticrnal or excaphoric referents. Certain uses of WE, ME, arnd YOU
had similar institutiorial referents.

The readers’ patterns of miscues shcwed them establishing
prancurr  referents in the persconal texts they created as thev read.
Proncurns were read withcut miscues cver 39@% of the time by 1 three
groups. Miscues on proncuns were less likely thar an text werds in
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general aory all three texts.

A rumber of key findings support the concept of dual texts with
the reader's referents in the reader’s text:

1. Many text proncurs show few or rnoa miscues. Others show
identical substitutions by several subjects indicating their shift to
a different referent.

2. Pronouns are substituted for cother text words in  rcugh
praportion to their cccurrernce in the text. The readers predict on
the base of their experience with the text.

3. There is a strong tenderncy for substitutions for proncuns to
be other proncuns, gernerally fraom the same grammatical case. This
shows bath the gerneral terdency miscue studiz2s have always shown Tor
readers to maintain syntactic function and a tendericy fer the readers
to anticipate where proncuns will be likely in noun pasiticns.

4, Nor—pronours substitutions fall intce a very small number of
categories. Conspicucusly absert are nrnourn—proncurn exchanges. This
confirms that readers seem toa expect proncuns 1in certain  text
pasitians.

There are hawever substituticns of determirers for pronouns and
vice ~versa. These shw a high rate of correction indicating that
readers start to substitnte ricunn phrases for proncuns but  stop when
they discenfirm their predictions. Since praper nouns do not require
determirers, we can conclude that readers substituticonn of determiners
shows anticipation of cammors nocurs phrases but nat proper nouns.

S. Determiriers are also frequerntly intercharnged with
pessessives indicating maintenarnce of cchesive relationmships while
intensifying cr weakening them since possessives have the amaphoric
property of the determirers as well as corefererce with a rncur.

6. Patterns of miscues invalving conguncticrns and pronourns show
the wanipulatiornn of the surface structure of the reader’s text by the
reader using different copticrns tharn the author. A substitutiorn of HE
foar AND in the second clause of a senterice replaces the null anaphora
with a proncurs and changes the relationship of the twa clauses
slightly sirnce they are still irdependernt but ric longer conjoined.

7. Shifts in person, gender, and rnumber causerd by proncuan for
pronciyy miscues tend ta be strongly related toa surrcurnding texst.
Bfters readers maintainn the theme after the author has shifted it.
This 1is strong eviderwe that every referencial decision reguiresg
readers tc make inferences using available text informaticrn ard their
owrs schemata.

8. When proncurns are cmitted or inserted there is usually little
or nce change in refererice or cchesiornn that resulte.
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9. Substitutions of rnominative proncuns for possessives usually
come at the begirming of a clause indicating the reader's tentative
assignment of syntactic patterns starting with subject pronouns.,

12. Correcticons of pronoun miscues in all three texts are
scmewhat more likely than for all miscues arn each text. They coenform
tc the gerneral finding of miscue amalysis that correcticns are mast
likely when the text the reader is canstructing deesn’t make serse.
Some pronoun miscue patterns show unusually high rates of correction.
Sixty-three percent af nominative prancuns substituted for
possessives are corrected. On the cother hand arily one of 115
substitutions of pronouns for contractions is corrected. Other 1cw
carrection types of miscues are omissions, insertions, and
conjuncticon—pronourn substitutions.

Research on Proncuns in the Light of this Study.

Research on pronouns comes from a variety of disciplines and
seeks <to answer thecretical cr practical guastions relating ta the
functions of prancuns in texts, their influence on reader
camprehension, how and when readers develap the ability to comprehernd
passages invalving pronouns and some cthers.

Much of this research, particularly that caming from psycholagy
and educaticrn have been experimental studies of short texts designed
by the researcher to iscliate and manipulate particular target
constructions and control all other variables.

Kameeriui and Carnivne (1982) criticize such studies:

While the atomistic analyses of isclated syntactic
elements emtedded in contrived passages pravide impcrtant
information about the impact of those structures on  scme
form of comprehensicrn, the generalizability of the findings
is restricted in that passages were brief, contrived,
narrative in nature, and required little memary. (p 558)

Because this study used whale texts which were rict coantrived tc
suit the purpecses of the study or ta contrel variables, it seems
desirable tco examine findings from these experimental studies in the
light of our findirgs.

How Do Pronourn Structures Influernce Reader Comprehension?

Arr  early proncun  experiment {Bormuth, Carr, Marming, and
Pearsan, 1397@) was part of an attempt to construct an instructional
theory for comprehernsicri based on a taxonomy of camprehension skills.
The study included a taxonomy of anaphora consisting of 14 types
imcluding pronouns as well as pro-—clauses, pro-verbs, pro-adverbs. In
the experiment different forms of sernternces were writtern that
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incorpoi-ated all the structures. These were thern embedded in four o
five sentence paragraphs. After each paragraph the 4th grade subjects
responded in writing to a WH question.

The percerit of subjects responding correctly ranged freom 65% to
87%. The lcwest scores were arn perscnal praorncurn structures such as:
"Joe left the room. HE ... " The authors cornclude:

By far the most startling result of this study was
that large propartions of the studernts were unable to
demonstrate a comprehensicn of the most basic syntactic
structures by which informaticonn is sigrnalled irn language.
{(p354-5)

The authars alsc interpret the variability of difficulty of
different anaphoric structures as evidernce that these are
hierarchical skills which 1led them tc infer that direct instruction
of specific structures will remedy the students’ apparent lack of
camprehensicn.

Lesgeld (1974) challernges the findings of this study in a
partial replication, arguing that it is urnprofitable to hope ta
canstruct a hierarciy of syntactic comprehension skills unless
semarntic factoers and informaticrs processing capacity are takern into
account. Lesgocld argues:

N contral procedure is available to  insure that
Bornmuth?’s rarking arises only from syrtactic differerces
ard not from differences iv passage wording crr the amcount
of processing required to get from a syntactic parsing of a
serternce to an underlying cogrnitive represerntatiorn. (p 334)

Lesgald alsc finds fault with the multiple cheoice questicrming ins
the Hormuth, et al study.

Saometimes the arnswer ta a questicn may be betrayed by
semarnitic constraints. The paragraph may contaivn only one
semantically possible answer to the questicn. For example,
a WHO questicrs after a paragraph with only cre animate ricur
could be answered withcut kricwledge of the target’s
syrntactic structure. {(p. 334)

In Lesgald?’s replicationn he cantrclled the number of
semarntically plausible arnswers. He also used oral instead of writter
responses, and the leocaticnn of the target structure ir the passzage
was counterbalarced.

His results sharply contrast with the study he challerged. His
subjects are right on 91.7%4 of the perscrnal proncuns. And his ranking
of the different anaphoric structures is riegatively correlated with
the pricor study. He concludes, "The use of difficulty crdering for
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syntax without regard to semantics is rnot likely to lead to impraved
ingtruction in camprehension". (p 338)

‘Nevertheless, Richek (1976) desigried a study an the basis of her
canclusion that both studies show that children may have difficulty
comprehending basic syrntactic structures that are commorn in  their
schocl materials.

The goal of her study is, "to determine the differerce in the
compreherision of third grade subjects wher they read senterces
containing altermnate anaphoric feoms.” Her hypothesis is that the

more explicit the anaphor is the easier it will be to compreherd.

The study used irntrasentertial arnaphora. The test sernterces had
two indeperdent clauses joined by AND with the anaphoric forms always
irn the secord clause. Three "paraphrase alternations" were used: 1.
Repetition of the ncun 2. Use of a proncun 3. Null, omitted, form.
The target senternces were embedded iv three serntence paragraphs.

Richek firds what she is locking for: significant differerces
betweer: her three alternations. Thaose with rouns are "oompreherded”
better than proncuns which are handled better tharn the rulls. She
cencludes that children at this age have incompletely developed
understanding of syntax. { ie further asserts that this problem carn be
dealt with by "improvirg the linguistic abilities of children cr
maniipulating reading materials so that they match children's
skills."{(p 148)

A study by Barnitz (1973) scught te pick up the nead to
understand the developmernt of comprehernsion of proncun  structures in
schaol age childrer. Barnitz starts with a view of the reading
process invelving constructiorn by readers on their life experience
arnd schemata. But underlying it alsc is the rmotianm that schoal age
children’s knowledne of the syntactic structure may wot be complete
encugh to comprehend schoal text books that use structures they
arer’t ready for. '

Barnitz studied &nd, 4th, and 6th graders. In his study he used
only the proncurn IT as the targeted phoric form. He used as referents
either rnoun (noun phrases) or clauses (or senternces). He alsco
campared referent order where the coreferernt was either anaphoric or
cataphoric. A third variable he studied was referent distance which
ke judged by having some coreferents in the same sernternce and cothers
irr differernt senterces. Each of his passages contaired five sernterces
which contained two distractor referents as well as the correct cne.
Success was judged by correct answers to WH questions asked after
each paragraph was read.

Barnitz finds that the subjects get more correct arnswers when
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more correct responses when tha referents precede (anaphoric) the
prancury than whern they follmw (cataphoric). But he finds no
significant difference resulting from whether the coreferent is in
the same sentence cor arncther crne. He also finds clear ivicreases from
grade to grade in the mean proporticons correct on the varicus
factors.

He concludes that syntactic structures da affect reading
comprehernsion and that the syntactic aspects of anaphore contribute
to readability. He concludes alsc that sixth graders are fairly well
able to comprehend these proncun structures where yocung cohildren
(second grade) have greater difficulty comprehending varicus aspects
of text structure.

Chapman reports a series of twa clocze studies to study the
ability of children "to reccgnize semantic unity of a text by
cerrectly identifying anaphoric and other cchesive ties.' (Chapmar,
1983 p.62)

In the first study 8 year old "fluent” and "ricn—fluent" readers
were asked to read 7 clocze passages each of which had deletions of
crie set of proncuns, I, ME, MY, MINE for example. The finding frcm
this study is that the fluent group did significantly better tharn the
non—fluent group even when the proncuns ta be filled in  where
available at the bottom of the stories. Chapman corcludes from this,
"ehildren's ability to perceive cchesive ties during reading could
well be a major factor in reading fluency and herce in reading
develcpment. " (p64)

PRONOUNS
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Chapmar conducted a second study that added 11 and 14 year c«ld
subjects, "to see at what age children display the proficiency that
the author had at first expected at a younger age.” This time the
rumber os stories was doubled as well. In this study average scores
were about 3@X for the 8 year aolds, about 6&@% for the 11 year clds,
and abcut 82% forr the 14 year clds. Chapmarn reports beirng

‘ disappcainted with these results:

|

..the results of the fourteern-year-alds were not  much
| nearer the maximum score than thaose of the
| elevern—year-clds. After all the task was only ta replace
| praoncuns in simple story texts. (P.E6)

He corcludes, "the ability of children tc replace proncuns is
still develaping in Upper Schoal. It is, therefare, cone small area of
readint that reeds attentiorn im all schoclz...”

He adds, "...childvren’s liriguistic avareness of persaonal
eference is still developing within the secondary schocl,® (P.67).

At  the heginning of this section we guoted Kameenui and Carnire
(1982} in criticism of the use of short cortrived texts. To remedy,
this they did a study which employed 25 word passages from existing

|
|
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narrative ard expository texts. They were alsc interested in readers?

, campreherision of syntactic structw-es but warnted to kriow as well haw
the presence of such structures influenced the readers' coverall
cemprehensicrn of the texts. They used questicns interspersed during
the reading as well as after the reading tc measure camprehensiar.

They assigned 6@ subjects randomly te  four groups:

-Expository passages with proncun constructicons intact
-Expasitory passages with pronourn cornstructions replaced
-Narrative passages with pronoun cornstructicns intact
-Narrative passages with pronourn constructicns replaced

They find ne significant differernce or the narrative passane
whether the pronoun constructions are intact or replaced. But they
find a significarn differernce on the expaesitory passages in favor of
the replaced constructions in comprehension of prancurs specific
referents.

i They recommerd that more practice for fourth graders in reading
expesitory selections could help them. ERut they alsa suggest the
simplification of pronoun structures in expasitory passages.

These recommendaticons come in spite of their gerieral corclusior
that:

These findings suggest that iw ecclegically valid
materials, or at least narrative passages for which gereral
: comprehension is goed, the preserice of provcurs
) coenstructions may not have as significant an effect on
gerneral comprehension questions as ccould be inferred from
research using contrived passages. (p 575)

Hameeriui arnd Carnine did scme contriving of their cwn since
they creatsd alternate forms of the expositary and narrative passages
inn which the pronoun structures were replaced with noun structures.
They shauld rnct have been surprised that fourth grade childrern cculd
answer very specific questicrs about expository passages better if
nouns were present instead of pronours since the most ccommon strategy
pupils emplay for answering similar questicrs in schocel is teo search
the text for a statement which is a syntactic match for the questior
and find the rnoun that fills the WH silct.

Because curs was a naturalistic study, the data dcesn't neatly
live up in any orne-toc-are marmer with the data from these cther
studies. We have comprehernsicrn measures but they dorn’t include probes
for exact antecedents of sgpecific proncunz. Nevertheless it carn  be
used to sericusly questicn many of their conclusions. This is rnot te
say their research has rnot beers carefully econducted crr that the
statistics are not accurate. But, as Lesgold has poirted cut as far
as Bormuth, et al are concerrned and as Kameerui and Carnirne have said
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of all the cthers, the resultz may be restricted tc the nrarrow
circumstarnces of the designs or errorecus because of miscanceptiorns
built intc the experiments.

Wae would argue that it is the requirement of experimerntal
researtcii that the reality under scrutiny be reduced,
decorntextualized, ard artificially controlled which leads to bath the
narrcwness and the built-in misconcepticons. For example 1let us
examirne Barnitz conclusion that there are develcpnental differerces
betweeri his second, fourth, and sixth graders in their cantrel of
proncurn structures. Barnitz felt constrained to use the same passages
with all his subjects s« that he cculd contrcal passage variables. His
results show cornsistertly better scores for the pupils in successive
grades ors each linguistic type. It wcould have beernn truly remarkable
had he cbtaired any cother results. Sixth graders, on the whale, are
better readers than fourth gradere who, on the whcle, ara better than
second graders.

Similarly Chapman used the same passages for 8, 11, and 14 year
cld subgjects. It is hard to support his conclusiarn that the better
scares of the clder subjects shaws develapment or far that matter
that the disappointing scares of the coldest group shows lack of
develcpmert o~ lack of linguistic awarerness. We suggest that if the
staries had beernn «f coamparable difficulty for each age graoup the
differences in performanc? wculd have been less tharn Chapmarn found.

In ocw study each grade group of subjects read a stary
desigrnated for their owr grade 1level. We Ffound abacut the same
praparticn of  proncuns in all three stories. find we found about the
same range of response among cur subjects in all three grades. Each
graoup read a story appropriately difficult for them and there was ric
difference irn their ability to handle any particular type of prancun
structures nor any rnctable influernce or their ability to compreherd
the texts that resulted fram grade specific differences in response
ta  pronoun structures. In fact, given the differernce iv lerncth ard
over—all scaphisticaticon of the three texts the proncun miscue
patterns of the three grade groups laccked remarkably similar.

Bormuth and his coalleagues anmd Lesgold carefully canstructed
passages tco see haw  pupils handled a taxorncmy of ariapharic
constructions including persaonal proncuns. Again it should come zs ric
surprise that the subjects did better on some constructic-rns tharn
cthers. It must have beeri harder tc make scme of them fit inte the
contralled paragraph  structure tharn cthers. Lesgald, in fact,
demcrnistyrated that by changing the cantrols orn the paragraph
structures the results charged dramatically arnd the hawrd
constructians got easier and the easier cores got harder.

The canclusion of Boarmuth,et al that they have demarnstrated that
"iarge proportions of the students were unable ta demonstrate
camprehernsicrn of the mast basic syntactic structures" is  totally
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unwarranted. Lesgold calls attention in his study to the error in
contralling syntactic factors and not attending te semantic factors.
But he alsc uses short passages made to look very strange by the
strong contrcols on  their construction. Such passages, as Kameerui
and Carnine peoint ocuty, are very much unlike the conrnected discourse
of real texts. Furthermore, in imposing their contrcls they vieclate
scme of the basic principles that writers and editors use in deciding
whers tc use proncuns, namely the given-new principle, the rule of
economy, and the avoidance of ambiguity.

Our data, though it deals dnly with proncuns and wot with scme
of the other .anaphoric siructures studied by Bormuth et al, and
Lesgold sharply contradicts their findings. Scme examples of
virtually every type of prorcun show few or nc miscues. Wiere there
are large rnumbers of identical miscues acrass subjects ard where
there are tendencies to change or lose referernce there are always
sprial features in the surrounding text which trigger the miscues
shawing the infererntial nature of proncun reference assigrimert.

Loecking at what readers do with proriouns as they encournter them
in a real text preserts a far different pattern than these
experimental studies. Our readers hardled proncouns scinewhat better
than they did the rest of the texts, judged by their lower rate of
miscues or pronouns and higher rates of correctiorns orn them. Even i
their miscues they shocwed a high degree of contrel of the proncur
structures since they rarely ever substituted pronouns for rncuns or
nouns for pronouns. The terndency tc  replace proncurns by pronouns of
the same case alsc shows control over proncouns and the constraints of
their use.

Rarnitz attempted to lock at the issue of distance between
prorcurs arnd coreferential ricuns but his experimerital design
constraints were such that he could only represent this factor by
varying whether such nrours were in the same sentence o a different
cne in the short passage. That meant that the pronoun and rours might
actually be in adjacent clauses in different sentences and fewer
words away thar in the intraserntential conditicr. QOur study of the
proncun distribution in the texts irndicated that proncuns are much
more likely to occur in subject thar in object positions, that rot
distance but the ambiguity of refererce is what guides reirntrcductior
of riouns by writevs, and that readers’ miscues tend to corntinue
reference to a formerly thematic nour.

Barnitz alsc chose to limit his study to uses of IT partly so
thet he could controel referents more easily and partly sa that he
could  include sentential vefererts. Our study, consistent with the
thecretical literature on pronouns shows that IT is indeed ccmplex,
sometimes riot pronominal at all but a dummy subject used to maintain
usual Eriglish senterce ¢order. Our subjects treated IT wvery
differerntly as it occcurred irn different contexts and in its differert
uses. We carnn say then that Barnitz cheoice of IT fer his study was
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unfaortunate in terms of the gereralizability of the results.

What is of mast concern to us is that these studies were done in
the context of seeking information or hew proncurs structures affect
comprehension ta use inm  improving instruction. Richek, as well as
Kameernui and Carnine, discuss rewriting material %o aveid proncuns or
simplify their use. They and scme of the others alsc suggest explicit
instruction on anaphoric structures to make up for the deficiencies
the researchers claim te have found. We find no justification for
these recommendaticons. Our subjects did make scme miscues invelving
pronouris  that did affect comprehersion. And insights fram the
patterns of miscues ecould help teachers to understand how prancuns
are used by writers in building text cchesicn and how readers use
infererce in establishing pronoun refererce and building the readers?
texts. But we see ric eviderce inn the studies we have cited or in our
cwnt study of any develcpmerital deficiency.

Furthermore, we’re -concerned that the type of instructian
recommernded will use artificial text exercises which have the sanme
faults as those used in the research and that progress will be judged
by performance on tests modeled after the research protocols.

Chapmar cancludes  fraom his studies that personal pranoun
structures and linguistic awareress of them are still develacping at
age 14. We suggest +that had he irncluded adult readers in his study
they wcould not have dorne much better than his secort vy school
studerts. Would he then conclude that adults are alsc immmature in
their develaopment of cchesicn?

Since many of these studies interpret performance on research
tasks as equivalent ta underlying linguistic campeternce it’s
impartant consider alternative explarations for the perfocrmarnce.
Consider these camplicating facters in the Chapman study:

1. He seems to have expected virtually perfect ability ta put
the proncuns in the cleze slots at least from the older subgjects. Irn
fact, all groups performed considerably betterr thar the usual scares
fram typical cloze passages with rarndom deleticns.

2. Examination of the sample stery he provides shaws the fillers
of the slots are far from cobviocus. Surely scores on specific preroun
deleticons varied as cansiderably as our miscues varied “on specific
pronoun instances. That would mears that his pronouns were predictable
in proporticon to how ambigucus the surrcunding text makes them and
their referents.

3. Reading requires inference, particularly as it applies to
assigning referernce. Chapman’s cleoze task, 1like the cothers cited
above complicates this inferercing as compared to reading whole
natural texts:
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a. His texts, even with 1lead—-ins are short. Relative
significance of miscues increases in shart pessages.

b. Since the pronouns are deleted, both the proncurn and the
referent must be assigned by the readers

Given these camplicating factors Chapman's resuits are
consistent with curs. They show differences betweernn mcre and less
proficient reader in ability te draw inferences in some text
situations. They do not show lack of contrel of cchesicn, lack of
linguistic developnent or lack of linguistic awareness amcrg subjects
of school ages.

How Do Readers/Listeriers Determine Proncun Referernce?

Another related body of research has beerr concerved with the
issue of how receptive language users do in fact ~ssign reference fcr
pronouns. This research is more concerned with the psychelirnguistic
processes and less with instructional implications.

Such a study was done by Srober, Beardsley, and Caranazza. (1378)
The study used intrasentential anaphcra of the type, GEORGE
TELEPHONED WALTER BECAUSE HE WANTED SOME INFDRMATION. They cre:zted
several sub-types of such senterices that all had ambigucus proncuns
but varied other sentence characteristics sc that the refererce was
biased toward either the first noun phrase cor the secc A. Their-
stbjects were volunteer college students.

Ore biasing factor was in the use of c. %tain causative verbs.
And they did find:

that subjects regularly make use of implicit causality
relatiorns marked by verbs in determinivg the selecticn of
antecedents for ambiguous proncuns. (p 119)

They dub this the "implicit causality feature". They find that
this causality transcends grammatical patterrs functicning ever in
passive sentences. A related corclusion they draw is that:

«ee @ pronoun in a second conjunct of a complex serterce is
interpreted as coreferential with the NP that uas the

parallel grammatical function in the first congunct. (p.
119)

They find alsc hcowever that this factor they call the "parallel
furction hypothesis" does not always work whern there is aoverriding
semantic content in the seriterice te influence assigriment of
reference.
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Abcut 7@% of the pronoun reference assigrmernts were ta the
grammatical subject of the first clause 1leading th2 authors to
cancludes:

...that the "parallel furnction hypothesis?” is a basic
perceptual strategy for compreherncion of sernterces which
have a paotentially ambigucus pronoun in the subjgect
poesition of a subordinate clause.

It?s ta their credit that they so precisely delimit their
firdings ta the rather riarrow constraints of their protocol
sentences. And indeed we've provided examples of miscues of cur
subjects that show what could be the influerce of such a perceptual
strategy. However we alsc report that about 75% of proncuns  in our
three texts are in subject positions and conly 25% are in abject
pesitions. If such a division holds for oral and written texts in
gereral, this wculd certainiy lead ta a strong terndency for listerers
or readers to choose the subject NP as coreference for an ambigucus
praoncun, and in that sense it’s a little surprising that cnly 70% of
the chairces here were subject NPs.

This study coffers ancther example of the dangers of artificial
texts. That’s coupocunded by craating deliberate -ambiguity which has
ta be different than an inadvertent ambiguity created by ars
speaker/auther or a shift in referent resultirg from an alternative
inference made by the reader.

Fredericksen (1981) alsa studied assigrment of proagominal
reference. His purpcse was "to identify text characteristic . that
influence a reader’'s difficulty in resclving problems of proncminal
reference" (p4) He 1locked at text variables including rumber of
potential referents, mediated vs ricr—mediated intervening sentences,
referent in subject position, foregrournding of incorrect referernt and
ambigucus referent selecticon. He was trying to establish a set of
pricritizing rules that could account for the effect of differernt
structures on assiprment of proroun referents.

Subjects were presented with a series of carefully canstructed
paragraphs that were shown on a videc display orne senterce at a
time. That made it possible to measure reading time for each sentence
because the subject controlled when the riext sentence would appear.
Certain prorouns were marked so that the researcher could praobe for
the reader’s understanding.

He finds readers at all ages analyzing text features. He
cancludes that greater time for processing is required when =
reference problem must be sclved. il sees his subjects searchisgy
memcry for noun phrases in the previcus text and using semantic
callacations to evaluate semantic distinctions. Reading time
increases, for example when there are two potential referents rather
than crne. He alsc finds that noun phrases which are emphasized or
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topicalized in subject position are eacier for readers ta assign as
referents and tha® poorer readers depend more on this topicalization.

Fredericksen was testing two theories of how proncun reference is
assigned ir.his study. He calls one a reinstatement theory. In this
view, any number of potential referents are arnalyzed at the tiiie the
pronoun is encountered. In the alternate, "pure pointer”, theory the
pronoun is dominated by a prior referent which is assigned to the
pronoun and reassignment only takes place if other features im the
sentence make the sentence ambigucus.

Fredericksen concludes:

The reoesults support a reinstatement theory in which a
set of prior potential referents are reconsidered at the
time the pronoun is encountered. Selection of a single
"best” referert follows whernn intersentential semantic
constraints will allow such a selection. (p. 53)

Fredericksen’s research design had the merit of permitting him
to vary the structure of his paragraphs ta carefully control the
relatiornship of pronouns and coreferential noun phrases. It enabled
him to time the reading of each sentence by making only one available
to the reader at a time with the reader contrclling whern the screen
changed. But that builds in some other praoblems. Normal reading and
normal pronoun referencing is distorted and disrupted. The carefully
constructed paragraphs have very unusual or uncommorn characteristics
as compared to the usual text situation. The information avaiiable tc.
the reader at any ore time is not like what is usually availahle when
pronouns are encountered in texts. That means that even his precise
time measurements could be at least partly the result of the unusual
characteristics of the text and the unusual conditicrs under which it
is being read. Furthermore, irn every carefully controlled condition
nhe has limited the possible strategies the readers could use because
of limiting the available information.

Consider Fredericksern’s results in relation to that of a study
which started with a different premise. Hirst, Levine and Herry
(Miller, Bartlett and Hirst, 1382) conducted a series of experiments
ta test the beiief that text with pronouns should be easier to
comprehend than text with repeated noun phrases. Thzy base this
belief on Clark and Haviland?s '"given-new" integration madel.
Integration, in this view, is a three stage process whereby
"Listeners compute what is given and what is rnew in an utterarce,
search memory for an antecedent of the given information, and ther:
add new information to memory."” (p3)

The experimenters believe that pronouns signal the reader that
the information ‘has already been givenn and thus facilitate
integration.
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In their first experiment they had paid velunteer subjects
listen ta six stories with an average 1length of 52 words and 6.7
clauses. Their subjects recalled the gist of proricmivialized stories
bettey than those which used repeated ricuns.

A second experiment was conducted ta test whether or not
prornouns sigrnal a listerer or reader to begirn integration. They
reascrn that:

A person ervicourntering a repeated roun phrase should
attempt to hold its verbatim represerntation in memory at
least lang encugh to determine whether the noun phrase
intrcduces a rnew character or refers back to an old one.
This effart is not necessary for pronominalized clauses.
They should lose their verbatim represerntation in memory
more guickly than clauses with repeated ricur phrases. (pS@)

Ivn this second experimernt there were 3@ stories with an average
of 64.4 words and 6.2 idea units. The subjects were asked to listen
ard recall the last twc idea urits., The penultimate senterce
contained either a pronoun or a nourn  phrase. All subjects recalled
the pgist of the target sernterices but verbatim recall was better where
the ncun phrase was repeated than whem a proncun was used. They
concluded that proncuns both facilitate and initiate integratior.

Moving a step further, the third experiment tested the
propesitiorns that if pronouns facilitate integration their presence
should decrease comprehensicon time. The same protocols were used as
in the second experiment but this time the pronoun or noun phrase in
the target sentenca was always an unambigucus reference to a
previcusly menticoned character. Like Frederickseri's study, subjects
saw the text on a CRT ore sernternce at a time. They weire asked to
press a button wher they understccd a senternce and irtegrated it with
what came before. The results met their expectations. Provicun
senterices were processed more guickly.

The closeress of their final design to Fredericksen’s points up
nhow such studies may be tailored tu order to produce the desired
results. We're not saying that either study was not  objective or
rigorously contrelled. But  in the are case Fredericksen believed that
real time is involved in  processirg pronouns and that time varies
depending on reference ambiguity. Ard indeed his study praduced the
predicted slowing down. The Hirst team believed that proncuns wiil
take less time than equivalernt nour phrases. And indeed their study
produced the predicted speeding up. And Richek was able to produce a
condition under which repeated nour phrazes were harder to
comprehend than pronouns; which is directly cpposite from the Hirst
team's conclusicn:

Proncuns  unambigucusly sigrnal a listerer or reader
that the information contairned in proncminalized clauses

Page &7

%

71



PRONOUNS

must be integrated with information introduced in the
preceding text. Sirnce repeated wnoun phrases de not share
this property, text is easier ta integrate when prancuns
are used irn preference to repeated noun phrases. (p.58)

The difference here may be the strang thecretical base on which
the Hirst team constructed their experiments and the virtual lack of
theory underlying the Richek study.

Though we could go back over the audic tapes of our subjects
reading and time the processing of nouns and provicuns, it hardly
seems praofitable, considering that we chase nct to control the texts
and their reading in order tc make such time comparisons meaningful.
We can comment that pause patterns are easy to relate to prablems

‘over making sense of the text and that correcticns result from

apparent disconfirmation of pricr predictions and decisicns. HEut
there are nc easily discerrned patterns of pauses at proncuns in  our
data that might correspond to Fredericksen'’s findings.

In gereral, we find cur readers read proncouns like they expect
them tca be there; that is they seem always to have some sernse of what
is coming and te find proncuns, per se, neither surprisivng nor
particularly troublesome. There .are clearly cases where readers
change or lose referercc. This relates to their general concern for
assigning syntactic structures, Ltuilding text cchesion including
coreferennce and in gereral makivng sernse of the text. In balance it is
clear that proncuns are facilitative of this sense making and that
readers expect tc find them in predictable places in texts. It
doesn’t surprise us, therefore, that readers may do unusual things
when researchers present them with texts that do neot follow
predictable patterns.

How Readers Assign Referernce: Our Transactional View

Here is our own answer, based on cur theory and cur data, of how
readers assign reference to proncuns. As we have said we see reading
as a transaction ctweern reader and text. As reading proceeds a
readev’s text is constructed parallel to the published text. Fer the
reader it is THE text. Referents for noun phrases in the published
text are in the reader’s text. When a rnoun phrase occurs the reader
must assimilat® or accomcdate informaticn assigned to it to the rest
of the text and conversely information assigred to it will be on the
basis of the pricr text. If twoe or more nounr phrases are
coreferential this coreference must be established by the reader.
That's part of the integration the Hirst team reccgnized.

Readers expect texts to be cchesive and that means that there
will be coreferentiality. Even identical rnoun phrases are net always
coreferentiz’. But proncuns are always coreferential with scmething.
Persanal pronouns are often coreferential with antecedent nouns. That
led to the commeorn sense view that proncuns are simple substitutions
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for antecedents which seems ta be built intc 1any research studies
and a lot of instructional materials. But pronouns may be cataphoric
having following coreferents or be excophoric referring to matters
cutside the text. First and second persaon pronouns usually have their
referents in the roles within the speech act and thus referents
change as rcoles changes within the same text. And referents of
praoncuns may be far more general than a particular noun phrase.

Prancuns thern are text devices for irndicating that a particular
reference is to be maintained across the text, usually across
clauses. Sc readers kniow that they must assign refererice to proncurns.
The zame constrairts for assigning meaning to proncuns  operate  for
readers as for writers. Our study demonstrated that writers use
proncuns as subjects far more commonly than they do as abgects. That
relates to the thematic or topicalized status other researchers have
noted. Readers use this insight expecting proncuns to maintair
reference to the contiruing theme or topic. Sometimes they do sa
after the writer has changed reference. That demornstrates readers use
of the same constraints as writers in assigning refererce.

Our subjects act as if they knoaw where proncuns will occur and
kriow what their refererices will be as they enccunter them. They dc
nat appear toe be choosing from alternatives as they encounter
pronauns. Rather they are often sa sure of the reference that their
expectaticns averride contradictory perceptual information. And it is
not until subsequent text disconfirms that they recormsider and seek
alternatives. Proncuns are treated by readers as no more ambigucus
than any cother filler of a noun positicn.

The major reascnn why readers seem to have: already made their
cheices of potential coreferents before they erccouriter the prorouns
is that the assigrnment of coreferentiality within the building of the
text is rct a linear word by word process. Readers are seeking sense,
not references. Sa the assigrment of referents is part of and
inciderntal to the creation of 2 meaningful text. Prorncoun cccurrence
facilitates this process because it limits the amournt of redurndart
information readers must contend with and 1links the clauses and
propositions of the text. Readers know vhat the coreferent for a
provicurs 1s because they are building meaning and they can continue to
build meaning because they krcow what the coreferent is.

This is nrot ta say that readers do not scmetimes have trcuble
establishirg coreference and that they do not scmetimes become guite
deliberately precccupied with the issue. But that happers when the
praof ~ss of building a meaningful text has beer disrupted. When it
happens it is rnot simply a matter of choosing from alternative
antecedent nrnoun phrases. A referent must be found which fits the
syntactic and semantic constraints of the developing text. Figuwring
cut which of several rnourn phrases in the surrcurnding text is
coreferential may be a useful strategy. But, as cur subects showed,
there ar~ times whern the use of this strategy has lead t= the impasse
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and an altermnate strategy must be tried.

At the beginning of this report we indicated that writers do rot
normally deliterately create ambigucus texts. But since they can not
think with their readers’ heads, they will, at times, use pronourns
which have ambigucus referents for their readers. Our readers da nat
usually appear to immediately recognize ambigucus reference. That
would be indicated by considerable pausing and confusion at such
pronocun oncurrences. Rather cur  subjects seem to still act like they
know the reference. That means that the ambiguity doesn't become
cbvicus to them unless their assigrment of reference dcesn't work
out. It alsc means that readers base their assigrnment of reference on
their understanding of the text up to the peoint of the proncun.
Soretimes such a text ambiguity affects a number of readers. asulting
in several assigning the same alterrnate referent. Scmetimes wherr the
text is everi more ambigucus there are a wide range «f referents
assigned by readers and at least some readers are unable to assign
reference and recover meaning.

At other times miscue patterns indicate that particular readers
may shift pronoun reference to fit their own schemata and text
inferericés even when the reference is gquite urnambigucus to mest of
the others.

It’s easy toc see how controlled texts used in experimental
designs could create quite distorted views of how pronouns  are
precessed. by readers arnd how refererces are assigned by readers.
That's not only because of the limitations we've discussed earlier
but because of the basic relationship of proncuns and cother aspects
of cohesion to text. The meaning which any proncun represents is not
only represented at the single pcint in the text where the provioun
cccurs. It can only be assigned at that paint if it has beers builg
by the reader intc the reader’s text. And that can only happers in
unusual ways if the text is unusually short, unusually canstrained c -
unusually structured.

Implications for Curriculum and Inst ucticn

This study of pronouns and how readers respond to them in texts
underscores, for us, the need to keep language wheole, real and
meaningful during instruction. We find readers at seccond, fourth, and
sixth grade drawing on their very sophisticated contrcal of English
-grammar, their store house of knowledge and their conceptual
schemata in dealing with the texts in gerieral and the proncuns in
particular.

We cculd find rnothing in  cur data to indicate that cur younger
subjects are not ir contrcl of any particular pronoun  structures.
These are very basic ta the lariguage arnd it wculd have beer
surprising to fis severi and eight year olds urnable tco control any of
the structures. Our subjects either speak low status dialects of
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Erglish or are speakers of Erglish as a secand larnguage arnd they are
average in reading for their populations, so this finding would
surely be true of other native speakers of Evglish their age. Nething
irs our study would justify the recommerdaticns of cther researchers
that schaeol age childrer be givern special instructicn iv the
comprehernsion of proncun structures or that instructional materials
should simplify or aveid promourn use.

Instructional materials and tests which isclate particular types
of  proncun—refererce structures should be avoided. They are mast
likely ¢to produce the same kind of pupil perfocrmarice that some of the
experiments we discussed produced, creat ng ar illusion of
deficiency. It is rno surprise that less praoficient readers have more
prablems with prarcurs structures thar more praoficient readers. 1It's
part of being less proficient. Relating pronouns to their corefererts
requires shifting focus from individual words to making sense of the
text. Iisclated practice on promouns won't help. Readirng real texts
with naturally cccurring praoncuns  will., It is especially important
that such texts contain a full variety of proncurn uses sa that pupils
may develop ar expectatiorn for such diversity and strategies for
dealing with it,

Teachers may find it useful to take passages froam real texts
which contain frequent, complex proncun use and build them intc
strategy lessons. A strategy 1lesson is use ta help students ta
examive and strergthern their cwr comprehernding sirategies iv real
text situations. {Goadmar and Rurke, 198@)

If any recommerdation or instructiconal materials could be made
orn the basis of ouwr study it is that what is most important for
. eaders of any age or ability level is that they read interesting,
-cohesive, and well writtern materials. Writers will firnd it guite
natural tc make frequert use of praoncuns in producing such texts and
editars should be careful rot to edit them cut though they cam be
helpful ta the writers in avaiding urnmecessary and uninterticral
ambiguity. Ambiguous proncurn use is most likely ta be a comptem of a
lack of sense of audiernce or the part of the writer and what will
impraove the readability of the text is tc bring the readers into it
rot leave the proncuns cut of it.

We hope that the insights irto the reader-text transactiorns
that this study of praonour miscues provides will be useful to

teachers and administrators in monitoring what studerts do as they
read and in plarming instructior.
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